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ABSTRACT
This study examines the relationship between the infrastructure
and the superstructure in the monopoly stage of capitalism.

With the

rise of monopoly capital a major issue of contention has been the devel
opment of a new class structure, the debate has centered around the
nature and existence of the "middle class(es)". The three major issues
are:

a split in the working class due to the rise of an 'affluent worker'

a separation of mental and manual labor; and the development of a man
agerial class.

The result has four Marxist alternative explanations of

the middle classes:

contradictory locations, simple polarization, new

petty bourgeoisie, and the new class.
The present study sought to examine the class structure from a
structural position.

Structural differences of work between the classes

were explored, giving special attention to the managerial class and the
position of women and Blacks in it.

This model reflected the major dim

ensions of the class divisions in the four Marxist alternatives.
The data in this study were from a larger survey conducted by the
National Opinion Research Center on a national sample in 19B0.
was an attempt to refine the measure of class.

The study

In pa.ticular the focus

was on the relationship of the objective conditions of class with class
positions.

However, it was posited that class was not the only objective

condition which affects ideology and thus other factors were examined.
The findings regarding the structural differences of work in the
classes were:

a concentration of managerial positions in the monopoly

sector; separation of head and hand as suggested by Braverman; and a
concentration of women and Blacks in the working class and competitive
sector.

Findings in the second part were as follows:
of a middle class;

support for the idea

the working class and owning class were in the polar

positions of the issues; there is a weak class effect on political atti
tudes and beliefs; the results did not support the four Marxist theories
of the middle class; and the evidence supports the notion of a "contra
dictory Professional Managerial class."

The study concludes with a

discussion of the theoretical implications and the limitations associated
with the analysis.

CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The history of all hitherto existing societies is the
history of class struggles.
Freeman and slave, patrician and plebian, lord
and serf, guild-master and journeyman, in a word opp
ressor and oppressed, stood in constant opposition to
one another, carried on and uninterrupted, now hidden,
now open fight, a fight that each time ended either in
a revolutionary reconstitution of society at large or
in the contending ruin of the contending class (Marx
and Engels, 1848: 89).
. . .situated midway between the workers on the one
side and the capitalists and landlords on the other.
These middle classes rest with all their weight upon
the working class and at the same time increase the
social security and power of the upper class (Marx,
1964: 190-1).
The work of directing, superintending, and adjusting,
becomes one of the functions of capital, from the
moment that the labour under the control of capital,
becomes cooperative. Once a function of capital, it
acquires special characteristics (Marx, 1967: 331).
. . .there is a middle tier, which shares in the ex
ploitation of the lower tier, but also shares in being
exploited by the upper tier. Such a three-tier format
is essentially stabilizing in effect, whereas a two-tier
format is essentially disintegrating. . .This fight
over the existence of a middle tier goes on continually,
both in the political terms and in terms of basic
ideological constructs (those that are pluralists versus
those that are manicheist). This is the core issue
around which the class struggle is centered (Wallerstein,
1975: 368).
In the first quote cited above Marx and Engels take the unmistakable
stance on the polarity of the classes; in fact, it is around this point
that their theory of revolution is fully developed.

The other quotations

from Marx point out the complexity of the class structure even in early
capitalism.

Finally, the quote from Wallerstein suggests that the class

struggle and the class structure is far more complex today than in the
earlier epoch about which Marx wrote.

1

In fact, the issue of the middle
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class(es) has been a major concern and controversy in stratification
research for several decades.

In the discussion surrounding this matter

there has been a tendency among American sociologists to take the posi
tion articulated by Nisbet:
. . .that the term social class is by now useful
in historical sociology, in comparative or folk
sociology, but that it is nearly valueless for
the clarification of the data on wealth, power,
and social status in contemporary United States
and much of Western society in general (1959: 11).
In general this belief has been a result of the great diversity of status
positions in modern capitalism and the reliance on consumer habits (market
relations) as indicators of

class.

In short, in the rush toembrace Weber's

multi-variate approach to stratification we have departed

from class

analysis.

1

In a response to Nisbet , Heberle returns to the classical defini
tion of social class:
Classes I define as social collectives composed of
persons in like or similar class position; class
position is determined by a person's property rela
tion to the means of production, or, stated different
ly, by a person's function in the economic system. . .
The concept of class belongs to that class of
concepts. . .which have an origin in political volition
rather than in theoretical thinking. Like the terms
public opinion, nation, and state, the term class was
coined in order to designate and to grasp a new social
phenomenon, a new kind of social stratification which
began to replace the disintegrating estate system
(1959: 18-9).
Heberle's critique centers around the belief that too much is being
made of "style-of-life" factors.

The point of class analysis is that

there are economic interests associated with one's location in the class
structure.
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Marx does not relate what the people in the various
classes eat, what kind of furniture they have or
what differences in toilet training of infants can
be observed. . .he selects those criteria which are
relevant to the understanding of the political ten
dencies prevailing in each of the classes, of the
antagonisms and alliances between classes and of
the resulting political parties. . .
Therefore, before we can analyze the part
played by classes in processes of social change,
we need descriptions of class structures a£ rf
they were static (Heberle, 1959: 23-4).
It is toward this end that this thesis is conceived.
Several recent theorists have pointed to a crisis in Marxism
(Gouldner, 1980; Piccone, 1971; Albert and Hahnel, 1978).

While there

are many facets to this crisis, the focus here shall be on the claim
that Marxism has become "frozen in a set of abstract categories that
no longer meaningfully articulate social reality" (Piccone, 1971: 12).
Marxists have begun to deal with this problem, and the result has
a richdialogue of various analytical descriptions
ture.

been

of the classstruc

The major problem that these works have dealt with is that of

the middle class(es).

The issues include the number of middle classes,

the relation of the middle class(es) to other classes, and the determin
ants of the middle class(es).

In this thesis I will develop a descrip

tion of the middle class(es) "as if they were static", and further
investigate the relation of this structure to the structure of political
beliefs and attitudes.
Recent Trends in Stratification Research
In recent years the attention of sociologists, economists, and
political economists has turned more and more to the structure of the
economy and the role it plays in the distribution process.

Instead of

understanding the stratification system as being the result of volitional,
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rational man influenced by his peers and/or parents to attain a par
ticular status position, the focus is on the characteristics of the
positions themselves and how these characteristics are involved in
determining the distribution of earnings and benefits (Lord and Falk,
1980 and 1982; Wright and Perrone, 1977; Robinson and Kelly, 1979;
Stolzenberg, 1975; Kalleberg and Griffin, 1980), their interaction with
sex differentials (McLaughlin, 1979; England, 1981; England and
McLaughlin, 1979; England, et al., 1982; and Wolf and Fligstein, 1979),
intergenerational status and class mobility (Tolbert, 1980; Smith and
Lord, 1980; Smith, 1982), the impact of the economic structure on
attitudes, job satisfaction, and psychological functioning (Kohn, 1969;
Tudor, 1972; Kohn and Schooler, 1973 and 1978; Kalleberg and Griffin,
1978; Kalleberg, 1977; Hodson, 1981), and ascertaining the structure of
advanced capitalist society (Wright, 1976; Braverman, 1974; Edwards,
1979).
This approach has been discussed by Baron and Beilby (1980) as that
of the "new structuralists" and stands in contrast to what I have
referred to elsewhere (Lord, 1979; Lord and Falk, 1980) as an individ
ualist explanation which has dominated American sociology since its

2

inception .

The present study is a structuralist approach to understand

ing the development of a managerial class in contemporary society.
Since Weber's "debate with the ghost of Marx" (Salomon, 1945: 596),
made so popular by Zeitlin (1981), the issues of authority and control
have been essential to understanding political and stratification theory.
Marxists, many of whom have been more devoted to an ideology than the
study of empirical existence, have largely ignored the issues of bureau
cracy and authority relations.

However, with the rebirth of Marxian
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theory (largely as a result of the politics of the 1960s), they have
begun to deal with these issues (see for example, Benson, 1973;
Heydebrand, 1977; Coleman and Van Houten, 1977).

In fact, this recent

swing has caused one critic to comment that "Inside every neo-Marxist
there seems to be a Weberian struggling to get out" (Parkin, 1979:25),
Another recent trend has been a "wedding of Marxism and Academic
sociology" evident in the writings of some younger sociologists (see
for example, Wright, 1979; Burawoy, 1979) who have chosen to step out
side the constraints of orthodox Marxism and approach the empirical
study of inequality with the use of statistics and econometrics.

These

methods have been regarded by Marxists as "intrinsically 'undialectical'
and thus an inappropriate strategy for advancing Marxist social science"
(Wright, 1979: xxiv)^.

I approach the topic of the managerial class in

modern society with these recent trends in mind.

The trends included in

the rebirth of Marxism include (1) the approach to inequality from a
"new structuralist" perspective, (2) the turn to the importance of
bureaucratic and authority structures, and (3) the wedding of Marxism
and quantitative methodology.
Statement of the Problem
Ultimately the research question addressed here is that of the rela
tionship between the infrastructure and the superstructure:

what is the

relationship, if any, between the structural factors surrounding the pro
duction process and one's political attitudes and beliefs?

In order to

examine and understand this relationship we must first understand the
structure of production, as determined by both the forces and relations
of production.

Therefore, three separate but interrelated questions will

be addressed:

(1) what is the current class structure, paying particular
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attention to the issue of the middle class(es)? (2) what is the relation
ship between the structure of the economy and the structure of the middle
class(es)? and (3) what is the relationship between the structure of pro
duction and social and political beliefs and attitudes?
Significance and Organization of the Study
There are three significant aspects to this study.

First, the study

will build on and add to the current attempts to empirically measure the
class structure.

The idea that all positions which involve supervision

are a single class, as implied by Wright and Perrone (1977), is simplistic
and greater specification is needed.

Second, while there are many studies

which examine class and political attitudes and beliefs (Centers, 1949;
Jackman and Jackman, 1973; Eulau, 1956; Guest, 1974), there are none which
approach the question from the perspective of class as objective relations
of production.

Finally, this approach posits that we can learn from

both Academic and Marxist sociology.

In this realm the approach taken may

be seen as something of a synthesis of the understanding of the relation
ship between production and market relations.

I would not say that

Academic sociology has been incorrect in its approach to the study of
inequality, rather, I would suggest that the questions asked by Academic
sociology have been clouded by the ideological perspective of individualism
in much the same manner that the ideology of Marxism has clouded the
research of orthodox Marxists,

The structuralist approach utilized here

brings us to alternative questions and interpretations of findings.^
The present research is presented in four additional chapters.

The

next chapter, Chapter II, provides a theoretical overview and reviews the
current literature in the area.

Chapter III presents the methodological
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approach taken in the study.
the empirical analysis.

Chapter IV presents the findings from

In the final chapter, Chapter V, the summary

and conclusions are presented with a discussion of the theoretical
implications of the study and suggestions for future research in the
area.
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NOTES

1.

Interestingly while the Heberle -Nisbet exchange is presented
in back-to-back articles in the Pacific Sociological Review,
which gives the illusion of an intentional debate, the two papers
were prepared and presented at the Annual meeting of the American
Sociological Society without any foreknowledge of the other
(personal conversation with R. Heberle).

2.

See Mayhew (1980 and 1981) on this. While I do not agree with
Mayhew in all regards, I would agree that American Academic
Sociology does have a strong individualist, social psychological
bent to it.

3.

See also the exchange between Morrissey (1982) and Lord and Falk
(1982) for further discussion on this.

4.

With reference to asking alternative questions see Stolzman and
Gamberg (1973-4). Regarding alternative interpretations one need
only read the work of Bowles and Gintis (1976) and Baran and
Sweezy (1966) and understand their interpretation of mainstream
research to appreciate my position.

CHAPTER II
THEORETICAL OVERVIEW

Introduction
American sociology in general, and stratification research in
particular, has been marked by the continual competition of two
paradigms:

the functional and conflict perspectives.

Nowhere is this

debate more pronounced than on the issue of social class as discussed
in the previous chapter.

Nisbet is not alone in his view that social

class is no longer a useful concept in American society.
has been taken by several theorists in the recent past.

This position
More

specifically, it has become part of a larger theoretical perspective of
"industrial society" (Scott, 1979) espoused by Dahrendorf, Kerr, Aron,
and Galbraith.

Central to this view is that with the separation of

ownership and control (as a result of the rise of the joint stock com
pany; see Berle and Means, 1932), there develops a managerial hierarchy
which is highly differentiated and bureaucratized.

In addition, increased

technical specialization on the part of labor has resulted in a highly
differentiated (or stratified) labor force marked by great variation in
the distribution of income, status (or prestige), and style of life.
The production process is no longer a basis for class distinctions; it
has become scientized with the development of Taylorism and scientific
management.

In the same manner politics has become scientized and is

no longer an arena for ideological debate and conflict but is rather a
matter of technical administration with slight competition among interest
groups

(Scott, 1979: 19-22).

This theory is "the substantive correlate
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to structural-functional sociology, although its influence extends
beyond Parsons" (Scott, 1979: 17).
The alternative perspective, what Scott refers to as the "theory
of capitalist society," is based on the works of Marx and has been
extended to develop an analysis of contemporary capitalism in its
most advanced stage of monopoly capitalism (Baran and Sweezy, 1966).
As with Marx's theory there is a great deal of concern within this
perspective over the class structure of society.

But there is little,

if any, agreement over what the class structure is (see especially,
Walker, 1979; Becker, 1973 and 1973-4; Wright, 1976, 1979a, b, and 1980;
Carchedi, 1975a and b; Poulantzas, 1975; and Ehrenreich and Ehrenreich,
1977).
The need for greater specificity of the class structure and its
importance in understanding politics (and the resultant changes in
politics which accompany the changing class structure) has led to
numerous attempts to create a new theory of class and politics.

Toward

this end, Wright has developed a typology of definitions of class,
presented in Figure 1.

Wright suggests that the various approaches to

class:
. . .can be analyzed in terms of three nested theoretical
dimensions: (1) Whether class is fundamentally understood
in gradational or relational terms; (2) if class is under
stood in relational terms, whether the pivotal aspect of
class relations is seen as located in the market or in
production; (3) if class relations are primarily located
within production, whether production is analyzed above
all in terms of the technical division of labor, authority
relations, or exploitation (1979: 4).
The five types of definitions Wright identifies correspond to five
approaches taken to class theory in modern social theory.
tional' approach is the most common in American sociology.

The 'grada
This
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definition relies on a perspective of class as an hierarchical arrange
ment, usually of income or status.

The theoretical basis for such

definitions is found in the works of Parsons where "social stratification
is regarded. . .as the differential ranking of the human individuals who
compose a given social system and their treatment as superior and
inferior relative to one another in certain socially important respects"
(1940: 841).

Included in this approach would be the various attempts

to operationalize status or prestige such as Hodge et al., (1966),
Treiman (1977), and Duncan (1961)^.
The second definition, 'class as market relations,' is essentially
that of Weber (1968) as outlined in his classic essay on class, status,
and power.

For Weber '"Class Situation1 is. . .ultimately 'market sit

uation'" (p. 928).

The final three definitions all take the position

of class being a result of production relations as opposed to market
relations.

However, Wright does point out that within these theories

"market relations may still be of theoretical interest, but that interest
is derived from the relationship of markets to production" (Wright, 1979:
10), a point to which I shall return.
There are three ways in which production relations may be analyzed:
(1) the technical division of labor, (2) authority relations, or (3) as
a system of exploitation.

The technical division of labor, Wright suggests,

is operationalized within the theory of Davis and Moore (1945).

He does

not, however, reconcile this with earlier placement of the general func
tional approach to the level of gradational rather than relational analysis.
Wright also includes Daniel Bell's (1973) approach in this category.
Dahrendorf's (1959) conceptualization of classes as authority relations
with obey and command classes is clearly the second type.

Finally,

Figure 1.

A Typology of Definitions of Class (Source;

Classes are defined
primarily in terms
of gradation

Wright, 1979; 5)

Classes are defined
primarily in terms
of relations

vs.

(1)

Class relations are
analyzed primarily
in terms of the
market

vs.

Class relations are
analyzed primarily
within production

72}

Production is analyzed
primarily in terms of
the technical division
of labor
73 -----

}

vs.

Production is analyzed
primarily in terms of
authority relations
741----- --------

vs.

Production is
analyzed as a
system of
exploitation
----

T5T
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exploitation relations is the term under which Wright places the
Marxian theory of class.

Exploitation is defined very narrowly as "a

relation of domination within which the people in the dominant position
are able to appropriate the surplus labor of people within the subordin
ate position" (1979: 15).

We will ignore for the moment that this has

become a gradational approach, and understand that Wright's narrow def
inition is the result of his attempt to develop a theory of income
differences.
It is important to note that for Wright technical and authority
definitions are incorporated in the exploitation view (1979: 16-7) and
it is within this final view that the Marxian perspective is placed.
In this way it is possible to have one inclusive definition but
always being mindful of the caveats offered by Wright.

First, the

relation of markets and production; when we have production the assump
tion is that production is for exchange and therefore market relations
are inextricably linked to production.

Second, while the Marxist theory

encompasses technical divisions this is also the very subject matter of
the functional theory as represented in Davis and Moore.

Third, tech

nical and authority relations are encompassed within the relations of
exploitation and that these technical and authority relations are essen
tially gradational and not purely relational.

Finally, in another work

Wright (1980: 232) states that "class structure is a pivotal determinant
of social conflict and that therefore an adequate conceptualization of
class structure is essential for a correct theory of social change."
In this thesis the position is taken that while the focus of Marxian
class theory is social change, an understanding of the sociology of
knowledge (or political ideology) is necessary for the full conceptualization

14

of the importance of class in the process of societal change.

Marx's

materialist conception of knowledge, that
11. . .Man's ideas, views and conceptions, in one word,
man's consciousness, changes with every change in the
social conditions of his material existence, in his social
relations and in his social life. . ." (Marx and Engels,
1948: 28).
is of central importance in the development of his theory of social
change.

Toward this end it is important that both the objective and

subjective aspects of individuals relations as class relations be
examined.

Thus, a definition of social class will be developed which

encompasses all the elements of Wright's typology, based on the theory
of Marx and including developments since Marx.

This approach to class

will be based on the philosophical works of Marx as well as the later
economic writings and approach them as an integral whole rather than
two disparate parts of Marx's life as treated by some writers (i.e.,
Aron, 1968).

This approach will be guided by the scheme as presented

in Figure 2.
Rather than projecting a theory of class conflict and change which
is teleological (i.e., that there is an inevitable move toward communism),
I will attempt to understand the relationship between class and political
consciousness, or the relation between class placement (which class one
is in) and class position (the political position of the class).

In

their efforts to understand the rise of the managerial class many selfproclaimed Marxists have recently taken the stance that ideology deter
mines class.

The validity of this claim, however, is unclear.

In the

present study the focus will be on the managerial class, not however,
in isolation.
class

Rather it will be necessary to analyze the managerial

relation _to other classes (a point also insisted on by Wright

Figure 2.

The Theoretical Model
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PRODUCTION'
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and Perrone, 1977).
Of specific interest here is the issue of the class position of
the middle class(es).

The issue of the class position of the middle

class(es) has been the overriding theme surrounding the question of
class structure for the past five or six decades (Burris, 1980).

Is

there a continuous distribution of positions in society and no class
structure as the conservatives have argued (£ la Nisbet, 1959)?

Or

rather is there a similarity of ideology within and between the middle
classes which conforms to the ideas of the Neo-Marxists' analysis?

Has

there been a process of embourgeoisment of the middle classes as
suggested by Goldthorpe and his colleagues (1968a, 1968b, and 1969)?
Or is there a proletarianization of the middle classes as suggested by
Poulantzas (1975)?
The Return to Marx
As mentioned in the introduction, the "end of ideology" pronounce
ment also meant the end of class in modern society.

The result was an

attempt to show how other forms of social differentiation were important
in modern society.

In recent years, however, American sociology has begun

to return to conflict theory, and Marxian theory explicitly, as an alter
native approach to the study of society; thus, the concept of class has
been reintroduced for sociological consideration.

As Freidrichs (1970)

points out, the shift from functional to conflict theory may be inter
preted as a paradigmatic revolution in the Kuhnian (1970) sense.

More

recently there has been an attempt to wed Academic sociology and Marxism
(Wright, 1979: xxiii)^.
class theory.

In turn this has necessitated a reevaluation of

In particular this has been necessitated by the need to

explain the class structure in advanced capitalism.
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In this chapter the concept of class will be examined in the
classical

sense of the term.

It will be argued that the manner in

which Marx used the terni was much broader and all encompassing than
the way most sociologists understand and use the term today.

The

reason for this is found in the philosophical basis of the term and
the way in which Marx used it reflects this.
The Relationship of Marx to Hegel
Any overview of Marx's theory will of necessity examine the rela
tionship of Marx's theory to the works of Hegel.
this relationship as twofold:

Many authors present

(1) Marx stood Hegel's philosophy on its

feet, looking to the material world rather than the ideal, and (2) he
used the dialectic.
than this.

Marx's debt to Hegel, however, runs much deeper

And it is important to give some attention to this due to

the manner in which Western philosophers and sociologists have approached
the works of Marx.
As Gurney (1981) has recently shown, the founders of American socio
logy defined Marx's theory as outside the limits of acceptable theoretical
inquiry.

When theoretical inquiry has been considered as legitimate,

the approach has been to define his works as being split into two phil
osophical positions, with the Hegelian influence outside the realm of
the mature Marx (i.e., Marx as economist).

This dispute over the idea

of "one-Marx" versus "two-Marxs" is not an uncommon one.

The debate

centers around the question of whether or not the works of Marx can or
should be viewed as two distinct historical-biographical periods reflect
ing two philosophical positions.

The two periods have most often been

delineated as an early period, from 1841 to 1847 or 1848, and the later
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period from 1848 until the end of his life, 1883.

It is argued that the

early period is the time of an idealistic, humanistic Marx, a young Hegelian
"speculating on Hegel and capitalism at a time when he certainly knew
Hegel better than he knew capitalism"

(Aron, 1968: 147),

The second

period is said to be when Marx "ceased to be a philosopher and became a
sociologist and, above all, an economist. . .He was and wanted to be an
economist in the strict and scientific sense of the word" (Aron, 1968:
147-8).

This view, of a young Hegelian Marx and an older scientific

economist Marx, has been disputed extensively in recent years (see for
instance, Fromm, 1966; Nicholas, 1968; Schaff, 1970; McLellan, 1971;
Bologh, 1979; and Gould, 1980).
The discovery of The Grundrisse, a major work written in 1837-8
and not made available to English speaking audiences until the 1970s,
sheds new light on the debate.

It provides an outline of the six vol

umes Marx was writing on political economy (McLellan, 1971: 12).

The

importance of this work is that it provides the crucial link between
what had been considered separate periods in Marx’s writings.

Simply

stated, it clearly shows that Marx's economic analysis is an analysis
of alienation and objectification, in which money and capital are
seen as not only economic terms but also terms of alienation and objec
tification.
Prior to the discovery of The Grundrisse the Paris Manuscripts were
the primary source in the twoi-Marx debate.

But even before these early

works were discovered, there were interpretation of Marx's work which
had seen the Hegelian even in the economic writings such as Capital,
Volume 1 .^

The central aspect of these works which is Hegelian is the
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theme of alienation.

Alienation, for Hegel, is the separation of the

subject and the object.

Hegel attempts to show how this alienation is

overcome by consciousness, for Marx it is overcome by labor.
Hegel saw himself as a philosopher of freedom above all else.

The

philosophy of Hegel is an attempt to reach a state of freedom which has
been lost in history.

This state, he believes, is best articulated in

the Philosophy of Right (1978); it is the "Absolute Will," the union of
the object, 'existence-in-itself,' and the subject, 'existence-for-itself.1 Hegel looks to a time in history when this separation of subject
and object did not exist.

This time in history was a time when there

was a tribal consciousness, a consciousness of community, and through
this consciousness, man's existence was an objective existence, an exis
tence-in-itself.

In this state man has his objectivity and immortality

through the community; he exists in the tribal consciousness.
There is, however, a time in history when man's self-consciousness
arises separate from this objective tribal consciousness.

This self-

consciousness, or subjective existence, Hegel believes, arises with
Socrates.

"And it was in Socrates, that at the beginning of the Pelo-

ponessian war, the principle of subjectivity— of the absolute inherent
independence of thought-attained free expression" (Hegel, 1900; 269).
Here Socrates questions the tribal consciousness and stresses the indep
endent self-conscious thought as the measure of all things.

The paradox

of this rise in self-consciousness, this being-for-itself as Sartre (1956)
has called it, is that it is the negation of the objective being, the
being-in-itself.
self-estrangement.

This separation of subject and object is alienation or
It is this alienation of the subject and object which

Hegel attempts to overcome with the development of his philosophy.

He
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feels that he has arrived at the solution with the rise of the modern
state.
In The Philosophy of Right Hegel explains his solution.
merger of the subject and object is found in the state.

Here the

With the rise of

the modern state we find the Absolute, the in-itself and the for-itself.
When man determines himself to be determined (that is, when he determines
that the state will determine him), he will have reached the point of
overcoming the in-itself and the for-itself.

By being determined by the

state, man is an object— he is existence-in-itself, fully determined exis
tence.

However, in determining himself to be determined the subjective,

the for-itself, he will have freely made the decision to no longer decide,
this is the freedom of Hegel's state.

Alienation arose with consciousness

(see O'Neill, 1972: 113-5, for a fuller discussion of this point) and
only through consciousness, the conscious subjective decision of the foritself, is it overcome.
Marx's analysis of alienation focuses not directly on consciousness,
but rather on labor.

The reason for this focus on labor is the notion

that consciousness emerges from labor.

The process of alienation of the

subject and object in Marx's writings has been succinctly stated by
Piccone as follows:
The crisis of capitalist society consists in the
fact that whereas man makes himself through labor,
under capitalist conditions of production he destroys
himself in the process. Whereas the subject making
the object through labor makes himself as a creative
subject, in capitalism the object is taken away from
him and, to the extent that the object embodies his
subjectivity, capitalism deprives the subject of his
subjectivity and humanity. Further, since all deci
sions are made by the owners of the means of produc
tion, the subject is reduced to the level of an object
which, however, must remain minimally a subject so that
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he can continue producing. Simultaneously,
his product becomes first a commodity on the
capitalist market, and subsequently capital,
once it becomes universalized through the
process of exchange. Thus, alienation results:
the original producing subject is reduced to
the level of an object to be bought and sold
in the labor market just like any other com
modity, while the object that originally
produced, in becoming capital, has become
the abstract subject, alienating, in the process,
not only the worker but the capitalist as
well (1971: 17).
Thus, through labor man makes himself a subjective being acting upon the
world and incorporating the objective world around him.

Only in labor

does man begin to merge his subjective existence with the objective
existence of nature.

However, man has organized the production process

in each historical epoch in such a way that the laborer becomes separ
ated from the object of his labor.
subject in another way as well.

The labor process alienates the

Since labor is a social process, it

is in labor that man comes together with his fellow man; in the process
of production or trade, however, the process of production which we
have created is one which separates or alienates man.

Avineri (1972:

90-8) suggests that Hegel anticipated Marx in understanding these rela
tionships (however, some of the works Avineri cites were probably not
available to Marx).

It is obvious that Marx did realize that Hegel shared

his belief that labor is the 'essence' of man.

Marx wrote:

Hegel's standpoint is that of modern political economy.
He conceives labour as the essence, the self-confirming
essence of man; he observes only the positive side of
labour, not its negative side. Labour is man's coming
to be for himself within alienation, or as an alienated
manTl963: 203).
This message is the central one we find in The Grundrisse where Marx says:
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The result is the self-realization and objectification
of the subject, therefore real freedom, whose activity
is precisely labor (1971: 203).
Thus, Marx locates freedom in labor where self-consciousness arises.
As an ontological theorist he argues:
As against the view that human beings have a fixed
or unchanging nature, Marx argues that individuals
freely create and change their nature through their
activities (Gould, 1980: xiv).
During the historical period in which Marx was writing, this self-creating
activity was productive activity in the labor market where individuals
spent the majority of their time, as documented in his lengthy passages
'on the working day' (1967: 231-302).

In a broader vision we may under

stand this creative activity to encompass much more than the production
process, this was the argument of Weber (1968: 926-38).
Marxian Class Theory
Nowhere in his writings does Marx fully explicate his theory of
social classes.

When it seems that he is about to finally present the

theory, the manuscript breaks off in the concluding unfinished chapter of
Volume III of Capital.

Thus we have been left to piece together his

theory of social classes from his writings.^

Similarly, there is no

systematic explication of "class consciousness".

In this section I

present a brief overview of the theory of class consciousness and a review
of some of the research into this phenomenon.
Marxian class theory is an integral part of his theory of revolution.
Briefly, the theory is that in advanced capitalism there will be an
increased polarization of the classes into the "two great hostile camps"
(Marx and Engels, 1848: 90).

This polarization will take place both

objectively and subjectively; and in Marx's writings we find reference
to both objective and subjective classes.

By objective class is meant
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the economic position in relation to the means of production— Klasse
an sich or class-in-itself.

Subjective class refers to a "class endowed

with its own class consciousness and an autonomous political organization"
(Poulantzas, 1978: 16), that is, where individuals realize their true
interests and their position in history— Klasse fur sich, or class-foritself.

With the increasing concentration and centralization of capital,

accompanying the development of the monopoly stage of capitalism (Baran
and Sweezy, 1966), the classes will continually move closer and closer to
the objective positions of Capitalist and Proletarian.

During this process

the classes, especially the Proletariat, will realize their true economic
interests, as a result of their continued exploitation, and become a classfor-itself.
A frequently cited passage about this transformation is found in The
Poverty of Philosophy:
Economic conditions had first transformed the mass of the
people of the country into workers. The combination of
capital has created for this mass a common situation,
common interests. This mass is already a mass as against
capital, but not yet for itself. In the struggle, of which
we have noted only a few phases, this mass becomes united
and constitutes itself as a class for itself. The interests
it defends become class interests. But the struggle of
class against class is a political struggle (1963b: 173).
This distinction between class-in-itself and class-for-itself is further
delineated in The Eighteenth Brumaire, where they almost take on a
Weberian distinction:
In so far as millions of families live under economic
conditions of existence that separate their mode
of life, their interests and their culture from those
of the other classes, and put them in hostile opposition
to the latter, they form a class. In so far as there is
merely a local interconnection among these small-holding
peasants, and the identity of their interests begets no
community, no national bond and no political organization
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among them, they do not form a class (1963a: 124).
This Hegel-like distinction, of a class-in-itself and a class-foritself, points to the importance of the movement from one stage to the
next.

This transition takes place as the class realizes its true inter

ests.

The process of this movement is facilitated by increasing urbani

zation and industrialization.

With this growth there is increased

immiserization (verelendunq) as workers live in ghettos and are exposed
to the alienating aspects of industrialized labor (see especially Marx,
1971: 132-40).

Workers are placed in similar circumstances in this urban,

industrial milieu and begin to realize first, the similarities of the
workers regarding their positions in society (their objective positions),
and second, their true interests.

Lukacs points out that in capitalist

society "economic interests will doubtless be revealed as the decisive
factors in any explanation" (1971: 58).

As stated in the passage from

Marx above, these economic interests develop into political struggles.
This transition is both an objective one, with regards to the means
of production, and a subjective, or psychological, one involving a con
scious realization of self and self-interests.

The objective transition

takes place in the polarization of the classes while the subjective tran
sition is in the individual.

As Lopreato and Hazelrigg put it:

Conceived as a synthesis of complex social and
psychological processes, class consciousness was
for Marx the keystone in the bridge between an
estranged past in human history and a positive,
unmediated humanistic future. It was simultan
eously the natural outcome of man's alienated
state in capitalist society and the essential
condition for a revolutionary proletariat - and
thus the signal for a new society (1972: 116).
A matter of most importance in this study is on what do we focus
for the study of class consciousness?

LukAcs has pointed to the economic
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issues as the single most important thing, however he sees theimportance
of the political issues as well and the inseparable nature ofthe

two.

The most striking division in the proletarian class
consciousness and the one most fraught with conse
quences is the separation of the economic struggle
from the political one. Marx repeatedly exposed the
fallacy of this split and demonstrated that it is in
in the very nature of every economic struggle to
develop into a political one (and vice versa) (1971:
70-1).
Of primary importance to Marx's critical philosophy was the critique
of social institutions, as these are the relations of men.

Once again

we turn to the comments of Lukafcs:
This critical philosophy implies above all historical
criticism. It dissolves the rigid, unhistorical natural
appearance of social institutions. . .Nor are these insti
tutions the goal to which all history aspires, such
that when they are realized history will have fulfilled
her mission and be at an end. On the contrary, history
is precisely the history of these institutions, of the
changes they undergo as institutions which bring men
together in societies. Such institutions start by
controlling economic relations between men and go on
to permeate all human relations (and hence also man's
relations with himself and with nature, etc.) (1971:
47-8).
There are two dimensions to the objective class, the class-initself:

the mode of production and the relationship to the means of

production.

By mode of production Marx meant the method of organization

of productive forces, essentially the technological basis of production.
The other factor is the relations of production, the class relations.
The oft-quoted passage from the "Preface" to A Contribution to the
Critique of Political Economy shows the significance of these relations:
In the social production of their lives, men enter
into definite relations that are indispensable and
independent of their will, relations of production
that correspond to a definite stage of development
of their material productive forces. The sum total
of these relations of production constitutes the
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economic structure of society, the real foundation
on which rises a legal and political superstructure
and to which correspond definite forms of social
consciousness (Marx, 1978: 4).
Within capitalist society of Marx's day these relations of production
were represented by a two class structure, a bourgeois class which
owned the means of production and a working class which sold its laborpower for subsistence.
To be sure, Marx recognized the existence of classes other than the
bourgeoisie and the proletariat.

7

However, Marx saw these two classes as

the ones through which there would be a revolution and from which society
would move into the communist mode of production.

What we have witnessed

instead has been the continued growth of capitalism to its current stage,
that of monopoly capitalism.
ment of a managerial class.

And with this growth has come the develop
While this class was not unknown to Marx

(1964: 190-1) its importance was minimal during the historical epoch in
which he was writing.

This has changed significantly, and the result

has been a plethora of attempts to develop a theory of the managerial
class.

The next section will address this work, reviewing the theory

developed by Dahrendorf, since it attempts to revise Marx to accommodate
the recent changes in capitalism (or industrial society to use his term).
Then is presented a brief review and critique of several neo-Marxists
approaches to explaining managers, and finally an explanation which follows
the approach advocated by Marx himself.
Dahrendorf: _A Bourgeois Explanation

g
There are as many bourgeois

explanations of managers as there are

systematic treatments of stratification or social organization.

For

present purposes I will not be concerned with the large body of literature
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surrounding the concept of status or occupational prestige which is
found in American sociology, rather I will be concerned with those
working in the classical tradition of the concept class.

There is a

long list of theorists who have attempted to make the necessary revi
sions of Marx's theory to fit the twentieth century.

These are thor-

g

oughly discussed, analyzed, and critiqued elsewhere , hence a repetition
here is not necessary.

Instead I focus on Dahrendorf since he is the

most widely accepted alternative.
Dahrendorf begins his analysis with a definition of class, '"Classes'
are interest groupings emerging from certain structural conditions which
operate as such and effect structure changes" (1959: ix).

There are three

implications in this definition which indicate the impact of Marx on
Dahrendorf.

First, Dahrendorf implies that he is most concerned with the

subjective aspects of class, that is the interests or class consciousness;
what Marx terms the "class-for-itself".

Second, these interests arise

from the structural conditions in which individuals operate.

And finally,

these interests, or ideas, operate in a dialectical fashion in that they
may "effect structure changes."

He never, however, specifies which

structural conditions cause these interests to emerge; we are left to
believe that these vary within each Imperatively Coordinated Association
(ICA) and that they ultimately involve authority relations.

This movement

to the development of interests within the ICA rather than a result of
production and property relations is the attempt to universalize the
theory instead of applying it to productive relations exclusively, as
does Marx.
Dahrendorf realizes that this approach is where his analysis and that
of Marx part.

It is specifically with the conception of property that the
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distinction arises:
The role of property in Marx's theory of class poses
a problem of interpretation, and on this interpre
tation the validity of Marx's theory of class stands
or falls. Does Marx understand, by the relations of
property or production, the relations of factual control
and subordination in the enterprises of industrial
production— or merely the authority relations in so
far as they are based on the legal title of property
in a loose (sociological) sense— i.e., in terms of
the exclusiveness of legitimate control (in which
the manager also exercises property functions)— or
merely as a statutary property right in connection
with such control? Is property for Marx a special
case of authority— or, vice versa, authority a special
case of property?. . .Marx does not always make his an
swer to our questions entirely clear. But it can be
shown that analyses are essentially based on the
narrow, legal concept of property (Dahrendorf, 1959: 21).
Marx, in fact, realizes both of these approaches to property as did
Hegel (see Avineri, 1972),

Dahrendorf concludes that the separation

of ownership and control, as it exists in 'industrial society' with the
rise of the joint stock company, is a fait accompli.

In fact, the

empirical evidence on this topic is still under debate.

Zeitlin (1974)

provides a convincing argument that this debate is still very much alive
(see also, Balibar, 1977; Poulantzas, 1975: 118-30; and the next section
of this work for further discussion).
With this assumption of the separation of ownership and control
given the status of indisputable fact, Dahrendorf then proceeds to dev
elop his theory of 'class' of control of authority relations.

This is

where Dahrendorf makes the error which permeates his work from beginning
to end, and upon which his theory is based in opposition to Marx.

His

assumption is that the purpose of class theory is to develop a scientific
understanding of conflict and class struggle as the basic element leading
to social change.

The Dahrendorfian theory provides a model of society
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in which social change takes place as a result of interest group
conflict resolution.

Further this conflict resolution involves

'the redistribution of authority relations in the
ICA. The theory of class aims at a systematic analysis
of one of the causes of endogenous change of societies
. . .where there are classes, there is conflict"
(Dahrendorf, 1959: 134)
and where there is conflict there is change.
Turner refers to Dahrendorf's theory as a "modernized version of
Marx's vision of social reality" (1973: 237).

10

Dahrendorf has posited

that the central focus for the study of social reality is legitimate
power, or authority, and social change.

He does not develop the con

cepts of authority and interests in the material world, as Marx would.
Marx, who might be said to have been in a debate with the ghost of Hegel
was centrally occupied with disputing and correcting the 'idea-list'
notions of philosophy as developed by Hegel.

Thus, Dahrendorf posits

authority in the same manner as Parsons (1960) as:
. . .legitimate institutionalized role-expectations
of superordination and subordination. . .(however)
. . .Dahrendorf's differences with Parsons begin
where he attaches to authority functions that are
not integrative, but are sources of conflict. Thus,
he says, the same structure of authority which
guarantees integration also becomes the source of
conflict. . .Dahrendorf now finds himself in a
delicate position, trying to go beyond Parsons
without relinquishing his action-theory approach
(Weingart, 1969: 155).
These authority relations seem to take on a life of their own, and some
might acuse Dahrendorf of becoming an idealist as these authority inter
ests, which are structure, lead to the formation of classes, also
structure.
It would seem that Dahrendorf took a view of advanced capitalism
or industrial society, and decided that the class model of Marx did not

11 ,
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fit.

This led him to develop a new model which included the existence

of managers, and thus authority relations became the center of analysis.
Dahrendorf, and the other Bourgeois theorists, are not alone in this
error.

As we shall see, the Marxists have made the same error.

Marxist Explanations

12

The variety of approaches to the problem of managers and the middle
class in the class structure proposed by theorists which might be labeled
Marxists probably exceeds that of the bourgeois theorists.
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Virtually

every neo-Marxist must deal with the problem since it is central to their
theoretical concerns.

Wright (1980) provides a general overview of the

various Marxist explanations.

I will briefly review each of these, pro

viding necessary criticism as the discussion proceeds.
Wright, like Dahrendorf, sees the development of class theory as
"essential for a correct theory of social change" (1980: 323).

For this

reason there must be a complete understanding of the class structure in
"monopoly capitalism".

With this in mind Wright turns to his analysis

of the major theoretical explanations of the current class structure.
Wright develops a typology of the approaches which are:

(a) contradict

ory locations within class location, (b) simple polarization view, (c)
new petty bourgeois, and (d) the 'new class.'
The first of these, contradictory locations within class relations,
is the position developed by Wright (1979) and also by Carchedi (1977).
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This approach is what I would call a 'modernized Marxist version of
Dahrendorf's vision of social reality.'

Wright and Carchedi, like

Dahrendorf, have accepted the separation of ownership and control as a
fait accompli and have developed their version of the class structure on
this assumption.

The result is an expanded class structure taking authority
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relations into account such that the current class structure is like
that in Figure 3, a diagram of Wright's operationalization.
Within this schema we find that the managers are a 'contradictory'
class.

Managers are in a contradictory location since they do not have

'ownership' of the means of production and are therefore subordinate to
the capitalist.

However, they are in control of the means of production

and the labor of the working class (Wright, 1980: 330).

Thus Wright

views the class structure in much the same way as does Dahrendorf with
control and obey classes while retaining the other classes central in
the framework developed by Marx, the capitalists and the petty bourgeois.
Or, one might say, he adopts the Dahrendorfian theory to a production
oriented Marxist perspective.

This is clearest in Wright's own words:

"The point is that it is not the technical necessity of the activity for
production but the relations of domination and subordination within which
the activity takes place that is the decisive issue" (1980: 363).
While Wright never makes it clear to us what his stand is regarding
class consciousness of these contradictory classes, he implies that they
will have different interests which in turn would affect their class con
sciousness.
. . .they are contradictory locations because they
simultaneously share the relational characteristics
of two distinct classes. As a result, they share
class interests with two different classes but have
interests identical to neither (Wright, 1980: 331,
emphasis added).
Wright identifies Carchedi's position as closest to his own (1980:
361).

The major distinction being that Carchedi discusses only the

'middle class' as a contradictory class, which would correspond to Wright's
managers, and does not concern himself with the other contradictory

Figure 3.

Wright's Model of the Class Structure
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locations as does Wright.

The class placement of managers for Carchedi

revolves around whether the position is involved in the "Global functions
of capital," surveillance and control, or the "function of collective
worker," corrdination and unity, which adds surplus value.

If the

manager or foreman is performing the function of coordination, he is add
ing to the creation of surplus value and is therefore in the working
class.
The second type reviewed by Wright is the 'simple polarization view'.
This approach is most fully developed by Becker (1973a and b).

In this

view we return to the two-class polarization of the Communist Manifesto,
Capital versus Labor,
dinate to capital.

The managers are in the position of being subor

While their position is one which offers them greater

political and financial autonomy, they are, in the final run of things,
subservient to capital.

Stated simply, they can be fired.

While this is

where Becker begins he moves a long way from this position.

Becker says:

The manager's origins are twofold. Like administrative
labor, he is the product of an advancing technique. But
he is conceived in financial exigency. The main politi
cal and psychological features of the manager reflect
more the proprietary father than the scientific mother
(1973b: 438-9).
With this Becker points to the consciousness of the managers and how
this is more in line with the capitalist class.
the managers in the capitalist class.

In the end he places

He sees this in the tradition

of Marx and the idea of the dialectical relation of the classes:
A century after Marx's seminal analysis the primary
elements of social class are still two-fold: There
is the owning-managing class and there is the work
ing class (1973b: 448).
In his review Wright does not point to this position taken by Becker,
rather he leaves us with the mistaken impression that Becker sees the
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managers as an integral part of the working class.
In the polarization view Wright also includes the work of Cutler
and his colleagues (1977), who definitely take the position that the
managers are in the working class on the basis of being wage-laborers.
Wright critiques this position, pointing out that just because the
managers are not in the capitalist class does not necessarily make them
members of the working class.

However, he does not point to the material

ist basis for the managers as a separate class.
The third view Wright develops is that

of the "New Petty Bourgeoisie."

This is the most popular of the Marxist positions regarding the managers.
This view is most fully developed by Nicos Poulantzas (1973).

The basis

for class placement in this view is on two grounds; (a) the distinction
of productive and unproductive labor and (b) the political and ideological
determinants.
The first criterion, productive versus unproductive labor, is the
first step Poulantzas takes in developing his theory of the class struc
ture.

Productive labor is simply that labor which produces surplus value.

The administrative and supervisory labor of the middle classes is not
productive in this sense, and they are, therefore, members of the 'new
petty bourgeoisie1 which is distinct from the 'old petty bourgeoisie' in
that they are not property owners.
determinant of class.

The second criterion is the ideological

Poulantzas, like Wright and Dahrendorf, contends

that "classes only exist in the context of class struggle" (1975: 27).
Again these ideological relations are expressed in terms of domination
and subordination within the ideological realm or the political realm
(Poulantzas, 1975: 15).

Once more we have moved away from productive

relations as determinants of class.
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Finally there is the view that there is a 'new class'.

This view

is found in the work of Barbara and John Ehrenreich (1977) where they
posit the emergence of a new Professional-Managerial-Class (PMC).

This

class is defined as "salaried mental workers who do not own the means of
production and whose major functions, . .(are) reproduction of capitalist
culture and capitalist class relations" (Ehrenreich and Ehrenreich,
1979: 12).

Once again we find the managerial class is developed as a

class by criteria other than productive relations.
In summary, the various Marxist explanations of class and the
approach provided by Dahrendorf all develop models of class determination
based on ideological rather than material relations.

In addition they

all see the need for class analysis as a basis for understanding class
conflict and social change.

Rather than propose a theory which sets this

conflict and eventual transition to communism as a given, we should learn
from the failure of such predictions and utilize the theory to understand
the impact of class on consciousness.

Making ideology the center of the

theory does not ignore class struggle, social change, or any other factor
in its analysis, rather it would include all of them as integral parts
of reality resulting from specific structural arrangements, most notably
the organization of the production process.

Finally, we will turn to a

Marxian approach to understanding class in monopoly capitalism.
Economic Structure and Social Classes in the Monopoly Stage
From what has been said thus far it is understood that there is a
relation between the economic structure and the class structure.

In the

famous quote from The Poverty of Philosophy Marx puts it this way

in his

reply to Proudhon:
M. Proudhon the economist understands very well
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that men make cloth, linen, or silk materials in
definite relations of production. But what he
does not understand is that these definite social
relations are just as much produced as linen, flax,
etc. Social relations are closely bound up with
productive forces. In acquiring new productive
forces men change their mode of production; and
in changing their mode of production, in changing
the way of earning a living, they change all
their social relations. The hand-mill gives you
society with the feudal lord; the steam mill,
society with the industrial capitalist (1978: 103).
We might

go on to say that

the society of the corporatefactorysystem

and the detailed division of labor gives us the managerial class.
The change in the structure of ownership has been the focus of much
4

of the debate surrounding the issue of economic structural change and

the class structure.

Specifically the work of Dahrendorf, as well as

others, has utilized the study by Berle and Means (1932) to support the
contention that the modern corporation, with the rise of the joint stock
company, has changed from family owned to management controlled.

There

have been several studies since Berle and Means which call their findings
into question (see especially, Zeitlin, 1974; Zeitlin, et al., 1975;
De Vroey, 1976; Burch, 1972; Goldsmith and Parmelee, 1940; Anderson, et
al., 1941; Villarejo, 1961; Perlo, 1958; Larner, 1966; Sheehan, 1967;
Palmer, 1972; Chevalier, 1969 and 1970).

Scott, in reviewing the work

done in this area, concludes that there has been a shift away from family
control, but it has not been to the degree suggested by Berle and Means.
Rather what we have is a situation in which:
The major shareholding interests still have effective
possession of corporate capital and are able to deter
mine corporate strategy. What seems to have occurred
is a transition from 'personal' to more 'impersonal'
forms of possession and control. Direct family control
through majority ownership has given way to control
through a constellation of interests. This process of
development is nowhere near complete, but it is certainly
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most advanced in the USA. . .But effective possession
and strategic control are not merely matters of ’author
ity' relations at work, as Dahrendorf and Bendix have
suggested. Nor does there seem to be any evidence
that internal operational managers have displaced the
owners of capital as the controllers of corporate
strategy. . .1 would suggest that all the capitalist
industrial societies are undergoing a transition from
private family control through a constellation of
interests (Scott, 1979: 73-4, emphasis added).
If control, then, still lies within the hands of a capitalist class as
the suggestion of a 'constellation of interests' would have it, where does
a managerial class come from?

What gives rise to a managerial class (or

command class for Dahrendorf) if not the changing ownership patterns?
The answer lies in the production process and the relations of pro
duction, not in the separation of ownership and control debate.

Production,

as a result of the natural process of concentration and centralization of
capital in the competitive process of early capitalism, has evolved from
the relatively small proprietorship which was dominant in the nineteenth
century to the large scale which we see today.
ship management was largely a family affair.

In the small proprietor
As business grew in size it

became necessary for the entrepreneur to hire managers since the owners
could not direct all facets of production personally.

This was the first

accommodation firms made in response to their growth.

Supervision and

control of the worker became hierarchical "with foremen and supervisors
to watch over other employees, and the entire enterprise assumed the shape
of a giant pyramid" (Edwards, 1979: 30-1).

But not all industries grew

in the same manner.
With the processes of competition and technological development in
some forms of production, certain industries take on the form of monopoly
or oligopoly.

That is, fewer and fewer firms control greater and greater

amounts of the market by virtue of their control of the production process.
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As this change in the forces of production takes place we see a change
in the relations of production as a managerial class arises.

So, rather

than understanding the development of the managerial class as the result
of the development of interest groups, as Dahrendorf does, management is
seen as arising as a result of the changes in the process of production.
The changes which have taken place in the production process, have
given rise to a theory of 'monopoly capital* which accompanied the concen
tration and centralization of capital, (Baran and Sweezy, 1966) and, as
an extension of this, theories of a segmented or dual economy (O'Connor,
1973; Beck, et al., 1978; Averitt, 1968).

O'Connor develops the segmen

tation thesis of Baran and Sweezy and analyzes the current economic struc
ture as three economic sectors organized by private capital and the state.
Those industries organized by private capital may be better understood
as two groups, a competitive sector and a monopoly sector.
sector is characterized by the following:

The competitive

high labor intensity; pricing

is dependent on supply and demand functions of the market; the market is
local or regional and production is small scale; labor is relatively under
developed and growth of production depends on growth in employment rather
than growth in capital investment and technical progress; the product and
labor markets are irregular and unstable; there is high under- and un-employment; the majority of those employed in this sector are in service
and distribution.

The monopoly sector is characterized by:

large-scale

capital intensive production; markets are national and international; labor
is highly developed and highly organized, primarily in the form of unions;
growth of production depends primarily on increases in capital and technical
progress rather than increases in employment; wages are relatively high.
The state sector contains production organized the state itself and that
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organized by private capital under contract with the state.

In general,

production in this sector is much the same as that in the monopoly sector
with workers enjoying similar benefits.

Whether employees in this sector

will differ appreciably from others with regard to their subjective assess
ment of political consciousness has not been speculated on by other theor
ists.

1 would suggest that workers in this sector would view themselves

as part of the larger bureaucratic structure of the state and thus hold
views more consistent with the capitalist class.

In addition to these

changes in the economic structure we have witnessed changes in the process
of production which accompany the concentration and centralization of
capital.
The major change in the production process has been what Braverman
refers to as the increasing detailed division of labor (1974).

Braverman

points out that the division of labor "is characteristic of all known
societies; (but) the division of labor in the workshop is the special
product of capitalist society" (1974: 72).

To use Adam Smith's categories

we realize that society has a division of labor such that there is "the
butcher, the brewer, or the baker" (1937: 14) whose benevolence we should
not count on.

And beyond this, with the detailed division of labor we

have, in the production of bread for example, the person who mixes the
dough, the person who forms it in the baking pans, the person who removes
it from the pans, the person who feeds it into the slicing machines, the
person who feeds it into the wrapping machine, the person who stacks it
and loads it in the delivery trucks, the drivers of the delivery trucks,
and then another detailed division in the retail outlet where it is finally
sold for consumption.

Braverman suggests that this detailed division of

labor, or separation of head and hand, is institutionalized in capitalist
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society with the development of Taylorism and his theory of scientific
management.
Within the realm of scientific management the production process
takes place in the very fractured manner of the assembly line.

"The pro

duction units operate like a hand, watched, corrected, and controlled by
a distant brain" (Braverman, 1974: 125).

Labor becomes completely objec

tified in the production process, however this process of objectification
has been uneven among the various industries (Braverman, 1974: 172).

This

objectification has taken place as the result of the three basic principles
of Taylorism:
The first principle we may call the dissociation of
the labor process from the skills of the workers.
The labor process is to be rendered independent of
craft, tradition, and the worker's knowledge.
Henceforth it is to depend not at all upon the
abilities of workers, but entirely upon the practices
of management (Braverman, 1974: 113),
The second principle is "the separation of conception from execution,
rather than its more common name of the separation of mental and manual
labor" (Braverman, 1974: 114).

And in summarizing these two principles

Braverman arrives at the third:
Thus, if the first principle is the gathering and
development of knowledge of labor processes, the
second is the concentration of this knowledge as
the exclusive province of management - together
with its essential converse, the absence of such
knowledge among the workers - then the third is
the use of this monopoly over knowledge to control
each step of the labor process and its mode of
execution Tl974: 119).
Thus with the principles of scientific management we begin to understand
the rise of the managerial function as the result of the capitalist need
to control the property 'labor-power' in the production process.

We see

then that Braverman outlines the development of the production process in
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the twentieth century and establishes the rise of managers not as the
result of ideology (as does Dahrendorf as well as Marxists such as
Poulantzas), but rather as the result of the change in the material exis
tence of man
Edwards
class in his

in the production process.
(1979) traces the historical development of the managerial
recent work, Contested Terrain. He points out that the

change in the class

structure has accompanied the evolution of business

from small scale to large scale production.

14

And in this analysis he

discusses the forms of control which have arisen with this development.
In earlier small scale business and industry control or management
was in the hands of the owner, it was a simple or entrepreneurial form
of control.
This simple system of control survives today in
the small-business sector of the American economy,
where it has necessarily been amended by the
passage of time and the borrowing of management
practices from the more advanced corporate sector
. . .the tendencies toward concentration of economic
resources undermine the simple control (Edwards,
1979: 19).
With the increase in size and the growing technology, accompanied by
the increased use of machinery in the production process (the growing
organic composition of labor), it became necessary for the capitalist to
organize work in the fashion which Braverman calls the separation of
head and hand.

Management, the control aspect of ownership, becomes

increasingly difficult and as a result the "capitalists were groping toward
a theory and practice of management" (Braverman, 1974: 67); they found
such a theory in scientific management.

Scientific management develops

fully with the detailed division of labor and managers fulfill not only
the functions of control and surveillance but also, in conjunction with
the technological control of the machinery, the function of coordination
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and unity in the production process.

This leads to the development of

what Edwards terms 'structural' forms of control in larger businesses.
Essentially two forms of structural control come about.

According

to Edwards:
Two possibilities existed: more formal, consciously
contrived controls could be embedded in either the
physical structure of the labor process (producing
"technical" control) or in social structure (produc
ing "bureaucratic" control) (1979: 20).
Thus control could be in the forces of production, technical control,
or in the relations of production, bureaucratic control.
The assembly line is the classic image of the 'technical' form of
control.

The worker must keep-up with the technological process of pro

duction.

Adding a mirror to every car that passes or screwing an antenna

on each radio passing on the assembly line.

This technical form of control

is then the second type to appear in the work organization.

A third

method of organizating work also appears in the large organization,
bureaucratic control.
Bureaucratic control began with the attempts to control non-produc
tion workers, with its success it became part of the control mechanism in
the production process as well.

The hierarchical arrangement of production

thus continues to expand with the continuing concentration and centraliza
tion of capital.

The result is that some managers are at the top of the
i

*

hierarchical arrangement performing the 'global functions of capital,'
while lower level managers and foremen perform the 'functions of labor'.
With this we see that there are several levels of management.

The idea

of a single cohesive managerial class, as that assumed in the Wright
typology, is highly questionable.

Thus we see that the organizational

structure of production has created a gradational relationship within the
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class structure.
The organization of production in this manner makes it extremely
difficult to assess the capitalist economic system in terms of the
antiquated approach of Marx or even the simplistic approach of.Wright.
However, with the exception of Wright, much of the work in this area is
largely descriptive and impressionistic with too many polemics and not
enough empirical evidence.

The first part of this research project will

assess the empirical evidence of the class structure in the dual economy
with a special focus on the managerial class.

The second part will turn

to the subjective aspects of this structure; what is the relation of the
structure to political attitudes and beliefs?

Surprisingly little work

has been done in this area either empirically or theoretically.

In the

next section we will turn to the theoretical expectations we might have
in this area.
Political Consciousness in the Twentieth Century
Hiliband has suggested that from the point of view of profit and
accumulation "ownerless managers are. . . .practically indistinguishable
from owning ones"

(1977: 27).

The question raised here is what, if any,

differences we might find between the classes in the realm of political
consciousness?

The theory presented thus far has pointed to the pro

duction aspects of one's life, that is their class placement, and its
relation to consciousness.

However, a more general reading of Marxian

theory would not necessarily place the entire emphasis on the economic as
the single factor involved in the development of consciousness.

This

vulgar interpretation has obvious shortcomings and was attacked by Engels
in his now famous letter to Joseph Block:
According to the materialist conception of history

the ultimately determining element in history is the
production and reproduction of real life. Moie than
this neither Marx nor I have ever asserted. Hence if
somebody twists this into saying that the economic
element is the only determining one, he transforms
that proposition into a meaningless, abstract, sense
less phrase. The economic situation is the basis,
but the various elements of the superstructure. . .
also exercise their influence upon the course of the
historical struggles and in many cases preponderate
in determining their form. There is an interaction
of all these elements in which. . .the economic movement
finally asserts itself as necessary (Engels in Tucker,
1978: 76D-1).
The economic situation, or labor, takes this central position in
Marx's theory because it is "the first premise of human existence" (Marx,
quoted in Venable, 1969: 28).

It is through labor that man's conscious

ness arises; labor is the union of the subject and object.

Labor is the

process which unites the otherwise alienated man with nature, of which he
is part.

"By thus acting on the external world and changing it, he at

the same time changes his own nature" (Marx, 1906-9: 198).

In Marx's

day of the nineteenth century labor was an all encompassing activity,
much of this is related in Capital, Vol. I, in the lengthy discussion of
the working day.

However, in the twentieth century we must take a much

broader definition of labor for this theoretical notion to be of any value.
That is, rather than specifically one's job or occupation we must concern
ourselves with the myriad of ways in which man expresses his creativity
in the world and how this activity affects his consciousness rather than
specifically one's job or occupation.
There are other aspects of the society which have an impact on the
development of our consciousness.

These other structural factors are what

Albert and Hahnel call "core characteristics."
For example, if racism and authoritarianism were
a part of society's center and boundary, they
would most likely be what we call core
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characteristics - characteristics that determine the
major contour of what people are and can be in a particular
society, of what fulfillments they can attain, of what
oppressions will endure, and of how they may develop
themselves (1978: 109).
and further,
. . .important "we-they" distinctions can easily
develop around each function we mentioned: class
distinctions, sex-role distinctions, authority
distinctions, and racial, national, religious, or
ethnic distinctions, any one of which can become the
basis for divergences in power and wealth, or more
generally, life-possibilities, between different
groups in a society. In other words, concrete inves
tigations will often likely show that the particular
forms economic, kinship, authority, and community
relations taken in a society sharply delimit and
define human responsibilities in that society making these relations core characteristics (1978:

111 ).
Thus while the central focus of this study is on class, these other
core characteristics will be included in the analysis in an attempt to
ascertain the relative impact they might have on one's political belief
system.

We may expect, for instance, that the life experiences of women

will result in certain political attitudes, especially towards issues
which play an important role in the life-world of women, such as abortion
(see Duverger, 1975; Dixon, 1972; Szymanski, 1976).

By the same token

racial minorities have specific life experiences which impact their pol
itical attitudes as well (see Baron, 1975; Wynn, 1974; Leggett, 1968).
Since the central focus in this study is class, it is important that
we briefly discuss the differences of class positions which the theory
might lead us to in this regard, specifically a political theory.

After

all, the question of greatest importance regarding the development of the
middle class(es) is what impact their different structural positions will
have on their politics, especially with relation to the other classes.
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One of the first to advance the theory of a "new middle class"
was C, Wright Mills (1951).

Essentially his proposition was that the

development of a large white collar work force was a new class distinct
from the blue collar working class.

While we can see that the issues of

the middle .class today are a bit more complex, involving more than manual
nonmanual differences, we may still find utility in the four major poss
ibilities of the political direction of the middle class(es).

First, it

might grow in size and power to become an independent political power,
due to the centrality of its functions in modern society it might move
into a position of political dominance.

Second, it might grow and

become a major element in the balance of power,

"Their spread checks

the creeping proletarianization; they act as a buffer between labor and
capital" (Mills, 1951: 290).

Third, they are in fact bourgeois.

They

will maintain this position and become "prime human materials for con
servative, for reactionary, and even for fascist, movements."

Finally,

the new middle class will slowly become proletarianized and fit into the
socialist politics of the working class (Mills, 1951: 290-1).
How then does the Marxist theorist deal with this issue?

The middle

classes, whether this means the white collar worker, indicating a manual
nonmanual split, or the managerial class, revealing a split in ownership
and control, rise to existence in advanced capitalism and this brings the
basic concept of a polarity of classes in Marxist theory into doubt.

As

we have seen there have been a variety of approaches to solving this
problem from the Marxists.

Previously I focused on class placement in

this debate; now I turn briefly to the question of class position.
With each of the four types of explanations of the middle classes
offered by Marxists (recall Wright's typology:

contradictory locations,
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simple polarization, new petty bourgeoisie, and new class) there corre
sponds a particular perspective on the class position of the middle
class(es).

Each of these types distinguishes the class structure on the

basis of two major criteria (in addition to ownership of the means of
production), authority relations and manual/nonmanual occupations (or as
some refer to it productive and unproductive relations).

Figure 4

presents these two dimensions and the resulting class structurations.

I

will refer to the classes which result from this operationalization as
indicated in the figure:

as (1) Traditional working class, (2) New working

class, (3) Upper-level managerial class, and (4) Lower-level managerial
class.

In addition to these four classes we have the Owner class.

While

the Owner class (as captured by social surveys) is probably most repre
sentative of the petty bourgeois, for now we will assume that it occupies
the same class position as the Capitalist class; our empirical examination
of it is in part a test of what it does come conceptually closest to repre
senting.

Next we consider each of these four "laboring” classes.

We

examine where they fit in the four types of Marxist explanations and each
of their political positions.
The first class, the traditional working class, consists of bluecollar members of the work force who are not in authority positions.
four of the approaches see this as the working class.

All

Politically its

position is expected to be the more socialist of the classes, with the
possible exception of the Ehrenreich's PMC as we will discuss in a moment.
Next, the New Working Class.

Both the simple polarization model of

Becker and the contradictory location model of Wright place this group in
the working class.

Both might allow for class fractions or segments within

this class, but they are not specific on this point.

Poulantzas points
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Figure 4.

Class Placement of the Four Neo-Marxist Models, Using
Authority Relations (Dominant and Subordinant) and
Occupation (Manual and Nonmanual) Criteria.

Authority Relations

Nonmanual

Occupation

Manual

Subordinant

Dominant

New Working Class:
Becker-Workers
Wright-Workers
Poulantzas-NPB
Ehrenreich-PMC

Upper-Level, Managers:
Becker-Bourgeoisie
Wright-Managers
Poulantzas-Bourgeoisie
Ehrenreich-PMC

Traditional Working:
Class

Workinq Class
all 4

Lower-Level Managers:
Wright-Managers
Becker-Bourgeoisie
Ehrenreich-Workers
Poulantzas-Workers
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to this class as the New Petty Bourgeoisie.

While it is a class-in-itself,

"it is increasingly objectively polarised towards the working class as a
specific class, but because the new petty bourgeoisie has a specific
class situation this objective polarisation does not concern the whole
of the class to the same extent" (Poulantzas, 1979: 58).

For the

Ehrenreichs this class is part of the Professional Managerial Class (PMC).
The PMC includes the Upper-level Managerial class as well.

The Ehrenreichs

take the position that this is the most progressive class in the U.S.
society.
ists.

It is in a position in contradiction to both workers and capital

The PMC has an "historic association in the U.S. of socialist

radicalism," and they are the technocrats headed toward the fulfillment
of a "technocratic vision of socialism in which the PMC would be the
dominant class" (1979: 43); almost the perfect ending to a Saint Simonian
or Comtean vision of the positive society.
Next we must consider the upper level managers.

This class would fit

into the Bourgeoisie or Capitalist class in the simple polarization view.
It is in the Managerial class for Wright, a contradictory class location
which has allegiance to neither the working class nor the capitalist
class.

It is rather a politically independent class with class interests

of its own.

Poulantzas places this class in the Capitalist class "even

if they do not hold formal legal ownership.

In all cases, therefore, the

managers are an integral section of the bourgeois class" (Poulantzas,
1978: 180).
Finally we must consider the Lower-level managers.

Poulantzas would

place this group in the working class by virtue that they do create sur
plus value; they are involved in productive labor.

Likewise the Ehrenreichs
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would place them in the working class.

For Becker they constitute part

of the Capitalist class as do the upper-level managers since they are
involved in the global functions of capital.

Wright includes the lower

level managers in the contradictory location of the managerial class with
the upper-level managers.
If we consider the four possibilities of the political direction of the
middle class(es), as C. Wright Mills outlined them (discussed above), we can
place these various types into the possible outcomes.
fit a perfect one.

In no case is the

The PMC of the Ehrenreichs nearly fits the first possib

ility, since the PMC is independent and is to move into the dominant posi
tion of power.

Wright's contradictory locations schema seems to best fit

the idea of the middle class reaching a position of a balance of power, Mills'
second possibility.

The problem here is that the fit is not perfect since

Wright would include the "new working- class" in the working class.

Becker

and Poulantzas put the managerial portion of the middle class in the bour
geoisie (Mills' third possibility) however, Becker would place the new
working class in the Working class and Poulantzas makes it a class on its
own.

Poulantzas probably best exemplifies the fourth of Mills' possibilities

since his "new petty bourgeoisie" does tend to lean toward the working class
and Mills did not concern himself with the managers.
The second half of the research to be addressed in this study will
turn to the problems of class position raised here.

Identifying where

these classes are concerning their political position will be assessed.

This

will provide a limited test of these competing explanations.
Research Hypotheses
The research hypotheses are divided into two sections, first examining
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the structure of the economy and the managerial class, and second ana
lyzing the relationship between the classes and the structure of the
economy regarding political attitudes and beliefs.

The theoretical view

developed above suggests several hypotheses regarding the managerial
class and the structure of the economy. (H^) The proportional distri
bution of managers will be greater in the monopoly sector than in the
competitive sector,

(l^) The managerial positions in the monopoly sector

will be in more complex authority structures.

(H^) The managerial posi

tions which are in the upper-level will be in more complex authority
structures.

The theory of Braverman makes it explicit that (H^) the

classes in general, in the monopoly sector would have a less complex
task structure since there would be greater deskilling as a result of the
higher organic composition of labor.

While we would expect fewer women

in managerial positions (Wolf and Fligstein, 1980) (H^), those women in
the managerial positions will most often be in the competitive sector
(Hg), the same would be true for racial (black) minorities (H^).
In the area of political attitudes and beliefs, we expect that the
managerial class will be consistently more conservative on all political
issues than the working class or the petty bourgeois (Hg).

This position

is somewhat different from what some would expect; i.e., Poulantzas (1975)
who suggests that the managerial class is an integral part of the working
class.

However, it is expected that within the managerial class those

in the lower levels of management and those in the less complex positions
will take positions on political issues similar to those of the working
class (Hg).
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NOTES
1. See especially Braverman (1974: 85-139), Taylor (1970), and
Mouzelis (1967) for a fuller discussion of scientific management.
2. See Kornhauser (1966), Dahl (1961), and Schumpeter (1950) for
a discussion of the 'interest group' or 'pluralist' theory of power.
See also Bachrach (1967) for a critique of it.
3. See especially Horan (1978) for a more complete development of
the link between functionalist theory and the measure of status.
4. See also Burawoy (1979) for a similar interpretation. Several
recent works may be seen in this light, for instance see Wright and
Perrone (1977), Wright (1978), Lord and Falk (1980), Koo and Hong
(1980). Several other recent works have arrived at conclusions
within the Marxian framework while basing their findings on what
would be termed 'bourgeois sociology,' see especially Baran and
Sweezy (1966), Bowles and Gintis (1976), and Braverman (1974).
5. See especially Lukacs (1922), Venable (1945), and Marcuse (1969).
These works all point to the Hegelian aspects of Marx's later writings.
6. See for instance, the following works for examples of the continuing
discussion of Marx's use of the term 'class': Bendix and Lipset (1966),
Dahrendorf (1959), Oilman (1968), Hodges (1961), Dos Santas (1970),
Hampsch (1961), Poulantzas (1973 and 1974), and Wright (1976, 1979, and
1980).
7. See especially Hodges (1961) for a thorough discussion of the other
classes in Marxian theory.
8. The term Bourgeois theory is generally used by Marxists to mean any
theory which is not Marxist in nature. While it is used in this manner
here, it certainly is not meant to be derogatory.
9. Dahrendorf (1959) examines the attempts of bourgeois theorists to
provide a new approach to class theory. In his review he discusses the
works of the most important theorists in this tradition including Nemchinov,
Djilas, Schumpeter, Burnham, Croner, Renner, Geiger, Marshal, Schelsky,
Drucker, Mayo and Centers. In addition to this see Giddens (1973) for a
similar analysis of Aron, Ossowski, and Dahrendorf himself.
10. See Weingart (1969) for an alternate assessment of Dahrendorf. Weingart
believes Dahrendorf is still caught in the same problems as the structural
functionalists.
11. Marx was not only in a debate with the ghost of Hegel, he was also
in a debate with other ghosts of the 18th century. This debate with Hegel and
included controversy with the classical economists, and the utopian social
ists (McLellan, 1977).
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12. I should make the distinction here between neo-Marxist, Marxian and
Marxist. The Marxian is one who studies the works of Marx, this is
done entirely in a scholarly manner. A Marxist is a follower of Marx
in the sense of advocating the revolution of the proletariat and the
overthrow of the bourgeois state. By neo-Marxist I am referring to
those who attempt to examine present capitalist society "concentrating
on an application of the basic Marxist or radical framework" (Gordon,
1972: 53).
13. Neo-Marxists have all had to contend with this problem. In addition
to those discussed here see also the work of Baran and Sweezy (1966),
Miliband (1973 and 1977), and Wallerstein (1975).
14. While there are some differences between the two, Wright thoroughly
critiques both positions and develops the basis for a possible fusion of
the two.
15. See also Chandler (1977), The Visible Hand, for an excellent historical
overview of the development of management by a functionalist historian.

CHAPTER III
METHODS AND PROCEDURES

This chapter contains three sections detailing the methodology
and statistical procedures to be utilized.

These sections include a

discussion of the data source and sample, the operationalization of the
variables, and the statistical analysis procedures to be used.
Data Source and Sample
The data for this study are taken from the 1980 General Social
Survey conducted by the National Opinion Research Center at the University
of Chicago (Davis, 1980).

The data were gathered by means of structured

interviews with 1,468 respondents selected by means of a "stratified,
multi-stage, area probability sample of clusters of households in the
Continental United States" (D^avis, 1980: 188).
For the purposes of the present study the sample was further restric
ted to adult members of the civilian labor force.

This limitation,

coupled with missing data restricted the sample size to from 684 to 751
respondents.
Operationalization of Theoretical Concepts
The theoretical perspective provides a structural conceptualization
of the work setting, the class structure, the economy and the character
istics of the job performed.

The goal here is to operationalize the

theoretical concepts specified in Figure 2 (page 15 above).
the model must be slightly recast,
it in others.

To do this,

reducing it in some ways and expanding

The modified model, shown in Figure 5, posits that struc

tural charcteristics result in certain market outcomes (both objective and
subjective) which then affect one’s political outlook.
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Figure 5.

Operationalization of the Theoretical Model

Structural Factors

Market Outcomes
Objective

Political Consciousness

Subjective

Class
Income
Economic Structure
(Sector)

Job
Satisfaction

Job

Structure

Authority Structure
(CAS)

Political
Attitudes
& Beliefs

DOTDATA
Relative
Deprivation
DOTPEOPLE
Prestige
DOTTHING

Race

Sex

Education
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Class Structure
Six structural variables will be utilized in the analysis.

Class

structure will be operationalized in a manner similar to that of Wright
and Perrone (1977).

The operationalization is based on four criteria:

(1) ownership of the means of production, (2) control of the labor power
of others, (3) sale of one's own labor power, and (4) the occupation
structure (Wright, 1980).

Using these criteria a five class model is

developed as shown in Table 1.

Owners are those who own the means of

production, they may or may not supervise the work of others (included
here are the petty bourgeoisie and employers
schema).

Df

the Wright and Perrone

Managers do not own the means of production, however, they do

supervise the work of others and sell their own labor power.

Workers

neither own the means of production nor control the work of others, but
they do sell their own labor power.
Another dimension of the class structure is necessary for an accur
ate analysis of the process being examined here.
as stated earlier, has upper and lower dimensions.

The managerial class,
Differences between

the top and bottom of the management continuum are anticipated.

While

the authority structure would be the best way to delineate and examine
this, information on the exact placement of the positions in an authority
hierarchy is not available.

Others have used occupational information to

discern the "strata" in this class (Kalleberg and Griffin, 1978; Wright,
1980).

In this research I use the same operationalization as that used

by Kalleberg and Griffin (1978).

Upper-level management will be designated

as supervisors who have occupations in the Census Occupational Categories
of professional, technical, and managerial occupations.

Lower-level mana

gers will be all other occupational categories; as noted by Kalleberg and

Table 1.

Criteria for Class Typology

Class

Ownership of
the Means of
Production

Control of
the Labor
Power of
Others

Sale of
One's Own
Labor Power

Professional,
Technical, or
Managerial
Occupation

Owners

Yes

Yes

No

Upper-Manager

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Lower-Manager

No

Yes

Yes

No

New-Working

No

No

Yes

Yes

Workers
(traditional)

No

No

Yes

No

Yes/No
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Table 2.

Frequency Distribution of Classes

Class Category

N

Owners

105

14. OS

Managers (total)

276

36.8

(upper-level)

(100)

(13.3)

(lower-level)

(176)

(23.4)

Workers (total)

365

48.6

(new-work)

(176)

(23.4)

(worker)

(189)

(25.2)

751

100.0%

TOTAL

Relative
Frequency
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Griffin (1978), these are primarily craft occupations.
A similar distinction can be made here within the working class
(Wright, 1980).

We might expect differences on the occupational diver

sity of the working class.

Specifically is there a manual-nonmanual split;

is, for instance, the embourgeoisement thesis of Goldthorpe, et al., (1969)
correct?

If so, failure to test this difference would lead to confounding

results.

For this reason the same criteria are used to divide the working

class into the "traditional working class" and the "new working class".
The latter is the workers in the professional, technical, and managerial
occupations, while the former is all other occupations.
Economic Structure
The second structural factor centers on the oligopolistic organiza
tion of the industries in the economy for this variable the operationali
zation developed by Tolbert, et al., (1980) is utilized.
schemes have been developed (i.e.:

While other

Bibb and Form, 1977; Beck, et al.,

1978; Hodson, 1978; O'Connor, 1973) this measure has provided the most
thorough analysis of factors influencing the relative level of oligopoly
in the various industry groups.

2

Their analysis focused on three sets of

indicators measuring (1) the capacity for oligopoly, (2) oligopolistic
behavior in the labor market, and (3) oligopolistic behavior in the product
market.

Their factor analysis of seventeen industry characteristics

yielded a continuum of industries.

Industry profits and worker income

data were used to further refine the data and make the final sectoral
allocations of the industries as reported in Table 3.

With the dichoto-

mous conceptualization, economic sector is measured as a dummy variable,
the competitive sector = 0 and the monopoly sector = 1.

For research

purposes the dichotomy is a heuristic and."convenient analytical device

Table 3.

Industry

Agriculture, forestry, fisheries:
Agricultural production
Agricultural services
Mininq:
Metal mininq
Coal mining
Crude petroleum and natural gas
Nonmetallic mining and guarrying
Construction
General building contractors
General contractors, except building
Special trade contractors
Not specified construction
Manufacturing - durable qoods:
Lumber and wood products
Furniture and fixtures
Stone, clay, and glass products
Primary metal
fabricated metal products
Machinery, except electrical
Electrical machinery, equipment
Motor vehicles and equipment
Other transportation equipment
Professional, photographic, watches
Ordnance
Miscellaneous manufacturing
Manufacturing - nondurable qoods:
Food and kindred products
Tobacco manufacturers
Textile - knitting mills
Textile - dyeing and finishing
Textile - floor covering
Textile - yarn, thread, fabric mills

Industries, Sectoral Assignments

Sector

Competitive
Competitive
Monopoly
Monopoly
Monopoly
Monopoly
Monopoly
Monopoly
Monopoly
Monopoly
Competitive
Competitive
Monopoly
Monopoly
Monopoly
Monopoly
Monopoly
Monopoly
Monopoly
Monopoly
Monopply
Competitive
Monopoly
Monopoly
Competitive
Monopoly
Competitive
Monopoly

Industry

Textile - miscellaneous products
Apparel and other related products
Paper and allied products
Printing, publishing
Chemicals and allied products
Petroleum and coal products
Rubber products
Miscellaneous plastic products
Tanned, curried and finished leather
Footwear, except rubber
Leather products, except footwear
Transportation, communications, and other
public utilities:
Railroads and railway express
Street railways and bus lines
Taxicab service
Trucking service
Warehousing and storage
Water transportation
Air transportation
Pipelines, except natural gas
Services incidental to transportation
Communications
Electric, gas, and steam power
Water, sanitary, and other utilities
Wholesale trade:
Motor vehicles and equipment
Drugs, chemicals, allied products
Dry qoods and apparel
Food and related products
Farm products - raw materials
Electrical goods
Hardware, plumbing, heating supplies

Sector

Competitive
Competitive
Monopoly
Monopoly
Monopoly
Monopoly
Monopoly
Competitive
Competitive
Monopoly
Competitive

Monopoly
Competitive
Competitive
Monopoly
Monopoly
Monopoly
Monopoly
Monopoly
Competitive
Monopoly
Monopoly
Competitive
Competitive
Monopoly
Competitive
Monopoly
Competitive
Monopoly
Competitive

Table 3. (Continued)

Industry

Wholesale trade (continued):
Not specified electrical) hardware
Machinery, equipment and supplies
Metals and minerals, n.e.c.
Petroleum products
Scrap and waste materials
Alcoholic beverages
Paper and its products
Lumber and construction materials
Wholesalers, not specified, n.e.c.
Retail trade:
Lumber, building materials, hardware
Department, general merchandise stores
food stores
Motor vehicles, gasoline, accessories
Apparel and shoe stores
furniture, household appliances
fatinq and drinking places
Other retail trade
Finance, insurance, and real estate:
Banking
Credit agencies
Security brokerage and investment
Insurance
Real estate

Sector

Competitive
Monopoly
Monopoly
Competitive
Competitive
Monopoly
Competitive
Competitive
Competitive
Competitive
Competitive
Competitive
Competitive
Competitive
Competitive
Competitive
Competitive
Monopoly
Monopoly
Monopoly
Monopoly
Competitive

Industry

Business and repair services:
Advertising
Automobile repair
Other business services
Personal services:
Hotels and motels
Other personal services
Entertainment and recreation services
Professional and related services:
Offices of physicians, dentists,
practitioners, and health
services
Hospitals, convalescent institutions
Legal Services
Educational services
Museums and other nonprofit firms
Engineering and architectural firms
Accounting and auditing services
Miscellaneous professional services
Public administration

Sector

Competitive
Competitive
Competitive

Competitive
Competitive
Competitive

Monopoly
Competitive
Monopoly
Competitive
Competitive
Monopoly
Monopoly
Monopoly
Monopoly
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for simplifying the analysis that will not lead to gross distortions
in the substantive interpretation of the data” (Beck, et al., 1978b).
Structure of Work
Since I am interested in the effects that work experience has on
the individual, the measure of the content of that experience is impor
tant.

Certainly much can be said about an occupation or job simply by

virtue of where it falls in the class structure, but class alone is in
sufficient.

Several attempts have been made recently to understand the

work experience in a broader view than simply class or status.

In

particular it is important to understand the distinction of job - the
actual duties performed in the work setting.

The Dictionary of Occupa

tional Titles (DOT) provides information which is well suited for this
aspect of the work process.
The DOT data are "based on extensive on-site observations of jobs
as they are actually performed and index job content rather than worker
characteristics" (Cain and Treiman, 1980: 54).

These data have been

available for some time, but until recently they were rarely used and
not much was known about them.

Recently Cain and Treiman have presented

extensive analysis on the validity and reliability of them and the fourth
(most recent) edition of them has become available in the General Social
Survey.

"Each occupation in the DOT is assigned scores, . .on character

istics. . .describing job requirements and job structure" (Cain and Treiman,
1981: 257).
The GSS has the DDT scores for three areas which were used in the
study to further specify the complexity of the tasks involved in the job.
These three variables measure the complexity of the position with regard
to people, data, and things (Department of Labor, 1972; Temme, 1975).

The
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measurement of these is presented in Table 4.

While there is some dispute

over whether or not these measures are ordinal (see England and McLaughlin,
1979), the position taken here is that they are.

The confusion seems to

be over whether the categories are cumulative, a criterion which is not
necessary for the measures to be ordinal.

For example (see Table 4), for

the DATA dimension, computing may well be more complex than copying, but
it does not necessarily include copying.

These three measures are treated

as ordinal in the analysis, the higher the score, the greater the complex
ity of the position for that dimension.
Authority Structure
In order to ascertain the authority structure applicable to the res
pondents’ occupation, an index of the Complexity of the Authority Structure
(CAS) was constructed.

This was done by using information from a series

of questions about authority relations.

For each "yes" answer to the

following questions, one (1) point was added to the CAS index score for
that position.
Do you have a supervisor on your job to whom
you are directly responsible?
IF YES;
Does that person have a supervisor on the
job to whom he is directly responsible?
In your job do you supervise anyone who
is directly responsible to you?
IF YES:
Do any of those persons supervise anyone else?
This is obviously a weak ordinal measure of the actual complexity of the
authority structure in any business except the smallest one, therefore
guarded interpretations are made when using this variable in analysis.

Table 4.

Summary of the Dictionary of Occupational Titles:
People, Data, and Things Variables

DATA

PEOPLE

THINGS

7 = Synthesizing

9 = Mentoring

8 = Setting Up

6 = Coordinating

8 = Negotiating

7 = Precisian Work

5 = Analyzing

7 = Instructing

6 = Operating-Controlling

4 = Compiling

6 = Supervising

5 = Driving-Operating

3 = Computing

3 = Diverting

4 = Manipulating

2 = Copying

4 = Persuading

3 = Tending

1 = Comparing

3 = Speaking/
Signaling

2 = Feeding-Offbearing
1 = Handling

2 = Serving
1 = Taking Instructions-Helping

Source:

U.S. Department of Labor, Handbook for Analyzing Jobs, U5GP0, 1972:73.
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Frequencies for this index are presented in Table 5.

The other struc

tural variables used in the analysis were race and sex.

Each of these

variables were operationalized as dummy variables; for race, non-white = 0
and white = 1 and for sex, female = 0 and male = 1.
Market Outcomes
Four market outcome factors were included in the analysis, two
objective and two subjective.
are income and prestige.
scale in the GSS.

The objective measures of market outcome

Income was reported in a sixteen point ordinal

For the purposes of this study, income was operational

ized by using the mid-points of each category yielding a high ordinal
measure (see Lord and Falk, 1980 for a previous usage of this operation
alization).

The uppermost category, income in excess of $50,000, had no

mid-point, therefore the lower extreme was used.

It was felt that this

was a conservative approach yielding income information as opposed to
excluding this category.

The other objective market outcome, prestige,

was operationalized using the Duncan (1961) occupational prestige scores.
The two subjective measures of market outcome are job satisfaction
and perceived relative deprivation.

While it is preferable to have a

multi-dimensional measure of job satisfaction (see Kalleberg and Griffin,
1978; Hodson, 1980), one was not available in the GSS.

Instead a single

question was asked of the respondents:
On the whole, how satisfied are you with the work
you do— would you say you are very satisfied, mod
erately satisfied, a little dissatisfied, or very
dissatisfied?
These were accorded scores ranging from 4 (very satisfied) to 1 (very
dissatisfied).

Frequency distributions of the job satisfaction variable

(SATJ0B) are reported in Table 6.
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Table 5. Frequency Distribution of Complexity
__________of Authority Structure (CAS)___________________
Score

N

0

65

1

104

13.8

2

370

49.3

3

158

21.0

4

54

7.2

%

B.7SS
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Table 6.

Frequency Distribution of Job Satisfaction (JOBSAT)

Response
Category

Relative
Frequency

N

Very Satisfied

348

46.3

Moderately Satisfied

283

37.7

A Little Dissatisfied

91

12,1

Very Dissatisfied

26

3.5

3

0.4

751

100.0

No Answer3
TOTAL

3

Not included in analysis.
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The final market outcome variable used in the analysis was a scale
of perceived relative deprivation (RELDEP).

This is an attitudinal scale

of the respondents' perceived financial position based on the answers
to three questions:
(1) We are interested
financially these
ed, would you say
with your present
satisfied, or not

in how people are getting along
days. So far as you are concern
that you are pretty well satisfied
financial situation, more or less
satisfied at all? (FINALTER)

(2) During the last few years, has your financial
situation been getting better, getting worse, or
has it stayed the same? (FINRELA)
(3) Compared with American families in general, would
you say your family income is far below average,
below average, average, above average, or far above
average? (SATFIN)
Principle component factor analysis with varimax rotation was utilized to
construct a scale, the results of which are reported

in Table 7.

technique yielded a single factor with an eignevalue

of 1.05.

This

A scale

was then constructed using the factor score coefficients (fsc) and the
Z score of each variable such that:
n
RELDEP = S

.

i = l

fsc.

l

* Z.

i

Cronbach's alpha was calculated for the scale (alpha = .834), and was
found to be sufficiently good enough for use in the analysis given that
an alpha coefficient of .50 or above is acceptable (Nunnaly, 1967: 226).
Measurement of Political Attitudes and Beliefs
The final set of variables was of greatest concern
atic.

and most problem

It was necessary to create a variable or set of variables, measuring

political attitudes and beliefs which were salient with regard to the
specific issues of class political position.

This entailed problems which
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Table 7.

Results of Factor Analysis Used in Constructing
Scale of Perceived Relative Deprivation (RELDEP)

Variable

X

Standard
Deviation

Communality

Factor Score
Coefficient

FINALTER

1.79

.773

.211

.196

FINRELA

2.97

.814

.259

.231

SATFIN

1.97

.739

.576

.601
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normally surround attitude measurement in addition to problems of working
with secondary analysis (not the least of which is using data to address
questions which may not have been anticipated when the data were collected).
The General Social Survey contains a wide variety of questions designed
to assess the respondents' attitudes and beliefs about political issues.
From these I chose those which queried political attitudes and beliefs.^
There were forty-three different questions which fit this criterion; they
ranged from political party identification and views on national spending
to civil liberties and confidence in political and economic leaders.

Sev

eral different scaling and data reduction techniques such as factor
analysis were then used on these items to tap the dimensions of political

5
consciousness.

Eventually seven different measures of political attitudes

and beliefs were developed.

Of these variables, five were single questions

and two were constructed scales.

I first present the five single ques

tion items; I then discuss the development of the scales.
The first item is a subjective assessment of the individual's politi
cal views (POLVIEWS).

The respondent's answer to the following question

was recorded:
We hear a lot of talk these days about liberals
and conservatives. I'm going to show you a seven
point scale on which the political views that people
might hold are arranged from extremely liberal—
point 1— to extremely conservative— point 7. Where
would you place yourself on this scale?
Since the number of responses in the extreme categories was so low it
was collapsed to a five point scale (5 = most liberal and 1 = most con
servative).
Table B.

Frequency of responses to this question are presented in
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Table 8.

Frequency Distribution of Subjective Political Views

Category

N

Adj. Freq,

Liberal to
Extremely Liberal

88

11.9

Slightly Liberal

128

17.3

Moderate, middle
of the road

285

38.6

Slightly conservative

133

18.0

Conservative to
Extremely conservative

104

14.1
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The other single question measures to be assessed had to do with
views in the three general areas of defense spending, spending to help
minority groups, spending for government services (such as health and
education), and government action toward a redistribution of income dif
ferences.

The responses to these four questions will also be analyzed.

The text of these questions is presented below, the frequencies are
presented in Tables 9, 10, 11, and 12 respectively.
Some people think we should spend much less money for
defense. Suppose those people are at one end of the
scale at point number 1. Others feel that defense
spending should be greatly increased. Suppose these
people are at the other end, at point 7. And, of
course, some other people have opinions somewhere in
between at points 2, 3, 4, 5, or 6. Where would you
place yourself on this scale, or haven't you thought
much about this? (DEFSPDR)
Some people feel that the government in Washington
should make every possible effort to improve the social
and economic position of blacks and other minority
groups, even if it means giving them preferential treat
ment. (Suppose these people are at one end of the scale
at point number 1.) Others feel that the government
should not make any special effort to help minorities
because they should help themselves.
(Suppose these
people are at the other end, at point 7.). . .Where would
you place yourself on this scale, or haven't you thought
much about this? (HLPMINR)
Some people think the government should provide fewer
services, even in the areas such as health and educa
tion, in order to reduce spending. Other people feel
it is important for the government to continue the ser
vices it now provides even if it means no reduction in
spending. Where would you place yourself on this scale,
or haven't you thought much about this? (CUTSPDR)
Some people think that the government in Washington
ought to reduce the income differences between the
rich and the poor, perhaps by raising the taxes of
wealthy families or by giving income assistance to
the poor. Others think the government should not
concern itself with reducing this income difference
between the rich and the poor. Here is. . .a scale
from 1 to 7. Think of a score of 1^ as meaning
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Table 9. Frequency Distribution of Responses to
________ Question on Defense Spending (DEFSPDR)

Response Category

N

Relative
Frequency

Greatly Decrease = 1

122

16.258

2

104

13.8

3

0

0

4

132

20.2

5

258

34.4

6

27

3.6

Greatly Increase = 7

21

2.8

Haven't Thought
Much About It,
Don't Know, and
No Answer.*

67

9.0

TOTALS

*Not included in analysis.

751

100.OX

Table 10.

Frequency Distribution of Responses to Question
On Spending to Help Minorities (HLPMINR)
Relative
Frequency

Response Categories

N

Government Should Help r 1

26

3.5?o

2

33

4.7

3

69

9.2

4

166

22.1

5

147

19.6

6

125

16.6

7

147

19.6

36

4.9

751

100.0

Minority Should Help
Themselves

Haven’t Thought Much,
Don't Know, & NA*

TOTAL

■"■Not included in analysis.
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Table 11. Frequency Distribution of Responses to Question on
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Spending for Government Services (CUTSPDR)_ _ _ _ _ _ _
Relative
Frequency

Response Categories

N

Government Should Reduce = 1

60

8.0SS

2

72

9.6

3

107

14.2

4

139

18.5

5

111

14.8

6

85

11.3

Government Should Continue 7

114

15.2

63

8.4

751

100.0

Haven't Thought Much,
Don't Know, and NA*

TOTAL

*Not included in analysis.

Table 12.

Frequency Distribution of Responses to Question
Government Action to Redistribute Income (EQWLTH)

Response Categories

Government Should =

N

Relative
Frequency

1

110

14.6?o

2

69

9.2

3

122

16.2

A

148

19.7

5

98

13.0

6

72

9.6

122

16.2

10

1.4

751

100.0

Government Should Not = 7

Don't Know or NA*

TOTAL

♦Not included in analysis.
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that the government ought to reduce the income dif
ferences between rich and poor, and a score of 1_
meaning that the government should not concern itself
with reducing income differences. What score between
1^ and 1_ comes closest to the way you feel? (EQWLTH)
While these issues may not present Obvious liberal and conservative
stances, with the possible exception of the EQWLTH variable, they are
political issues which the left and right have taken definite stands on.
One need only review a few issues of the myriad of literature

on the

left (i.e., In These Times) or the right (i.e., National Review) and these
positions become evident.
The first of the two scaled items is a measure of the respondents'
confidence in selected political and economic leaders.

These included

leaders of banks and financial institutions, major companies, the execu
tive branch of the federal government, organized labor, the U.S. 5upreme
Court, and the military.

The exact wording of the question was:

I am going to name some institutions in this
country. As far as the people running these
institutions are concerned, would you say you have
a great deal of confidence, only some confidence,
or hardly any confidence at all in them?
Responses to these questions were factor analyzed using principle component
factor analysis resulting in a single factor with an eigenvalue of 1.98.
A scale of the individual's confidence in political-economic institutional
leaders (CDNLDR) was then constructed using the same formula discussed
above (page 68).
alpha = .785.

Cronbach's alpha was calculated and the scale had an

Results of the factor analysis are reported in Table 13.

The second scale constructed was one which measures attitudes related
to Civil Liberties (CIVLIB).
civil liberties.

Fifteen questions were asked relating to

These questions stem from the research by Stouffer

(1958) in which he constructed a scale measuring tolerance toward non
conformists.

Three sequentially-ordered questions were asked about each
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Table 13.

Results of Factor Analysis Used in Constructing
Confidence in Political-Economic Leaders Scale

X

Standard
Deviation

Communality

Factor
Score
Coefficient

CONFINAN1

1.87

.644

.255

.185

CONBUS2

1.83

.628

.177

.136

CONFED3

2.25

.630

.367

.242

CONLABOR4

2.17

.661

.175

.132

CONJUDGE5

1,92

.666

.319

.205

CONLEGIS6

2.25

.609

.426

.287

CONARMY7

1.90

.658

.253

.173

Variable

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Banks and Financial Institutions
Major Companies
Executive Branch of the Federal Government
Organized Labor
U.S. Supreme Court
Congress
The Military
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of five groups; Atheists, Racists, Communists, Militarists, and Homosex
uals.

The respondent's attitudes were assessed about whether or not

members of these groups should be allowed to speak in the community, have
a book they have written in the public library, or teach in a college
(see exact wording of questions in appendix).

The Guttman scaling tech

nique was tried for each of the five groups, however none scaled.

Next,

each of the five groups of answers was factored analyzed and a single
factor for each emerged, indicating their unidimensionality.

These were

then developed into a distinct score for each of the five groups using
the formula presented above (see page 70).

These five scores were then

factored analyzed and a unidimensional scale of civil liberties attitudes
(CIVLIB) was constructed following the same procedure outlined above (see
Table 15 for factor results; Cronbach's alpha = .759).
Statistical Analysis
The analysis will test the hypotheses presented at the end of Chapter
II.

This test will (1) establish the structural characteristics of the

social classes in the current economic structure, (2) the influence of
these economically based structural differences on political consciousness,
and finally (3) differences within the managerial class, itself, on these
dimensions.

Three different statistical techniques will be used— Chi-

square, the t-test, and path analysis.
The section of the analysis in which the structure of the managerial
class is examined will rely on Chi-square and the t-test.

The Chi-square

test will be used to examine the differences in the class structure in the
sectors of the economy and to test the ditribution of the other structural
factors among the classes.
following formula:

The test statistic is calculated using the
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Table 14.

Results of Factor Analysis in Constructing Scale of Position
on Civil Liberties (CIVLIB)

Variable

X

Standard
Deviation

Communality

Factor Score
Coefficient

CIVATH

-.084

1.151

0.351

0.291

CIVCOM

.143

1.382

0.177

-0.137

CIVMIL

.012

1.109

0.526

0.458

CIVHOMO

.108

1.361

0.260

0.187

CIVRAC

.108

1.368

0.159

0.127
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X2 = rZ
. i

^

(0. . - E. .)2
^
^
—
E. .

J“

with (r-l)(k-l) degrees of
freedom

The test statistic for the t-test is calculated with the following
formula:

t =

X1

”

X2

with (n^ + rig - 2) degrees of freedom

Sd
Finally the full effect of the model will be tested with the use of path
analysis.

Path analysis is a statistical technique based on the general

linear model:

Y = A + B1X1 + B2X2+ .......................... BkXk
The technique

was developed by S. Wright (1921) and has found wide spread

acceptance in

the social sciences since then.

the technique

Nie, et al., (1975) say path analysis:

In their description of

. . .isprimarily a method of decomposing and interpreting
linear relationships among a set of variables assuming
that (1) a (weak) causal order among these variables
is known and- (D* the relationships among these variables
is causally closed (383).
The model will be estimated for all classes and then just for the mana
gerial class (using the upper/lower distinction) in order to test the
hypotheses of differences between the upper- and lower-levels of this
class.
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NOTES
1.

See Appendix A of Davis (1980) for a full discussion of the
sampling procedure.

2.

See Beck, et al., (1980); Hauser (1980); Hodson and Kaufman (1981);
Horan, et al., (1981); Zurcher and Rosenstein (1981); and Hodson and
Kaufman (forthcoming) for a discussion of the many issues and con
troversies surrounding this approach.

3.

See Cronbach (1951):
alpha =

*

-yi-

Where n = number of items,
V. * variance of each weighted item,
and
= the variance for the scale.
A.

The use of survey questions to measure attitudes and beliefs is
problematic in many senses. The phenomenologist would, of course,
object to this approach on a number of grounds. However, the position
I take is that this approach does not reveal the political "horizon"
or "taken-for-granted" of the respondent, but it does present a measure
of this horizon, weak as it may be, for empirical analysis. See more
on this point in the final chapter.

5.

While several factors did emerge through this approach, they were
theoretically nonsensical. It was felt that a better approach would
be a few salient measures which had obvious theoretical significance.

CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS

The findings are presented in two sections; the first section
focuses on the structural differences of work between the classes.

The

second section will turn to the analysis of class attitudes and beliefs.
Finally, a summary of the findings will be presented.
Job Structure, of the Classes
The findings will be discussed as they relate to the managerial class
(H^ to H^), the class structure as a whole (H^), and finally with special
reference to women and minorities (H^ to H^).
The Managerial Class
The first three hypotheses are concerned with the managerial class.
Hypothesis one posits that since we expect a greater complexity of bureau
cratic forms of control in the monopoly sector, we will find a greater
concentration of managerial positions in this sector.
this hypothesis are presented in Table 15.

Results from testing

As expected, there is a

significantly greater proportion of managers in the monopoly sector than
in the competitive sector.

If we examine more closely the distribution

of upper and lower level managers, we find no significant difference in
the distribution of upper level managers regarding their sector of employ
ment, however, there is a significant difference in the distribution of
the lower level managers (p £..001), with the majority in the monopoly
sector.

This points to the increasing level of bureaucracy in the mono

poly sector.

With this increase there are more lower level managers

providing greater direction and control in the work place.

We also find

a greater number of upper level management positions in both sectors than
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Table 15. Distribution of Managers in the Economic Sectors

Economic Sector

Competitive

LowerManager

Monopoly

68

Glass
UpperManager

72
114

162
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there are lower level positions.

While we might suggest that this indi

cates the greater complexity of authority structures in the monopoly
sector and the centralization of power in the competitive sector, it may
also be a result of the manner in which the upper and lower levels of
the managerial class are operationalized.

The complexity of this phen

omenon cannot be fully understood with industry-level data.

More firm-

level data on the nature of internal labor markets and the structure of
hierarchies is needed to further ascertain the nature of these differences.
In short, Hypothesis I is supported, but due to the complexity of the
issue, further research, especially at the firm level, is warranted.
Job Structure
Next we turn to the structural characteristics of the classes.

Table

16 contains the means and standard deviations for the job structure varia
bles by class.

Table 17 presents the T-tests of difference of means

between the classes on all of the job structure variables and Table 18
contains the intra-class inter-sectoral differences of the means of job
structure variables.

In Table 19 a rank ordering of the classes on the

structural variables is presented.
The second hypothesis, that the managerial positions in the monopoly
sector will

be in more complex authority structures, is not supported

(see Table 18).

While there is a slightly more complex authority struc

ture in the monopoly sector than the competitive sector for both upper
and lower level managers, the difference between the sectors is not a
statistically significant one.

Once again I would suggest that this

finding is at least partially a result of measurement problems and firm
level data is necessary for a complete analysis.
Hypothesis three predicted that authority structure would be more

Table 16. Means and Standard Deviations for Job Structure Variables by Class

Variable

Workers

New Work

LoMgmt

UpMgmt

Owners

People

1,407*
( .738)**

3.102
(2.048)

1.750
(1.313)

3.540
(2.084)

2.648
(1.658)

Data

3.677
(1.929)

6.506
(1.176)

4.550
(2.226)

7.205
(1.153)

5.895
(2.080)

Thing

4.630
(2.497)

1.563
(1.588)

4.900
(2.452)

1.909
(1.901)

3.200
(2.562)

CAS1

1.672
( .634)

1.744
( .583)

2.860
( .817)

2.813
( .838)

1.124
( .987)

*Mean
**Standard Deviation
1. Complexity of Authority Structure

Table 17. T-Tests of Difference of Means Between Classes

Variable

Workers and:
Nework
LoMgmt

UpMgmt

Own

PEOPLE

-10.68°

- 2.85b

-13.23°

-8.87°

5.94°

- 1.993

1.93a

- 7.67°

- 4.28°

3.74°

DATA

-16.77°

- 3.32°

-21.02°

-8.99°

9.55°

- 5.63°

3.14°

-13.05°

- 4.47°

7.79°

11.65°

4.63°

-13.70°

- 1.86a

-6.62°

11.28°

4.85°

-4.82°

-14.72°

5.78°

-13.16°

-13.88°

6.63°

13.74°

14.66°

THING

CAS

13.89°

- 1.14

-

.89

-13.67°

Nework and:
LoMgmt
UpMgmt

Own

LoMgmt and:
UpMgmt
Own

.46

UpMgmt and:
Own

ap < .05
bp i.01
Cp < .001

CD
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complex in the upper level positions of the monopoly sector because the
nature of control in the monopoly sector is more bureaucratic.

Hypothesis

three is not supported by these data, the complexity of the authority
structure is not significantly different between the two levels of management (t = .46, see Table 17).

This is one of only three comparisons

between the classes of all the job structure variables which did not
show a statistically significant difference.

Again I believe that firm

level data are needed to fully examine this question.

Another possible

explanation of this finding rests with the weakness of the measure.
Because of the way in which the question is asked, a complete picture of
the hierarchical structure in the work place is not captured.

More infor

mation on the internal structure might better reveal the nature of the
hierarchical structure in the work place.
Inter-Class Comparisons of Job Structure
While no specific hypotheses were developed regarding the structure
of job tasks of the classes, we might expect specific differences since
there is certainly implied in the theory a separation of mental (head) and
manual (hand).

Examining Tables 17 and 18, we note a mental-manual

split in the structural job characteristics of the classes.

In general,

it is noted that there is a continuum of complexity in which we find the
traditional working class (workers) at one end then the lower managers,
owners, new working class, and upper managers respectively.

The working

class has the lowest level of complexity in dealing with people and data
while it has the highest level of complexity in dealing with things.

This

points to the development of the technological forms of control in the
working class, or more generally speaking within the blue collar occupa
tions, just as Edwards (1979) suggests.

Interestingly, the owners fall
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in the middle of this continuum leaving some confusion.

If, however, the

similar white-collar/blue-collar distinction were made for owners (see,
i.e., form, 1982) the same pattern might occur.

Further analysis is

needed here to achieve a greater understanding, specifically a complete
analysis of DOT characteristics as that carried out by Cain and Treiman
(1981), Kemp and Beck (1982), and Kemp (1982), applied within a class
framework is one potentially useful approach.
Table 18 contains the intra-class, inter-sectoral comparisons of
the job structure.

While there is a slightly greater complexity of

dealing with data in the monopoly sector than in the competitive sector,
as we would expect in a more bureaucratic setting, it is not a statis
tically significant difference.

This higher level of data complexity

holds for all of the classes in the monopoly sector except for owners.
This might be attributed to the fact that upper level managers in the
monopoly sector are dealing with the data (as indicated by the higher
mean for upper level managers than for owners) while in the competitive
sector there is a greater possibility the owner is responsible for all
managerial tasks.

The job structure regarding the complexity of tasks

dealing with people is more complex in the competitive sector for all
classes except for the lower level managers and owners, where there are
no significant differences.

This can be accounted for by the strong ser

vice (and retail) orientation in the competitive sector, especially for
the new working class.

For the job structural variable, complexity of

dealing with things, we find greater complexity in the monopoly sector.
The higher level of capital intensity in this sector would account for
this difference, since with the greater capital intensity there is
»

greater mechanization of the work place.

While this would seem obvious
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Table B..

Rank Order of the Job Structure Variables for the Classes.

Workers
PEOPLE

5

NewWork

LoMgmt

UpMgmt

2

4

1

1

DATA

5

2

4

THING

2

4

1

5

Owners
3

3

3

Table 9 . T-Tests of Difference of Means of Job Structure Variables Between Sectors in Each Class
Class

Sector

DATA
X

C

3.60

Worker

PEOPLE
X

t

t

THING
X

4.12

1.54
.55

t

CAS
X

1.55
2.98**

2.66**

2.77**

M

3.76

1.26

5.18

1.80

C

6.48

3.75

1.38

1.73

M

6.53

C

4.19

Nework

3.92***

.25

LoMgmt

2.58

M

4.72

C

7.07

UpMgmt
M

7.32

C

5.94

Own
M

C = Competitive Sector
M = Monopoly Sector
* p £.05
** p <.01
*** p ^.001

5.83

.41

1.36
2.89

2.88

2.59
2.73

2.72
2.38**

2.22

3.17

.91
2.91

1.55
2.54**

.25

2.75
2.70**

5.37

3.96
1.42

1.75

3.91
.18

1.76

.21

1.38
1.71

1.72
1.15

1.16
.42

1.62*
3.71

t

1.07
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for the manual occupations of the working and lower level managerial
classes, we might ask why is it the case for the white collar occupations
and especially the owners.

It seems that the level of mechanization in

the monopoly sector is so pervasive that those in the non-manual positions
even have a higher level of complexity with things.
Women and Racial Minorities in the Managerial Class
A central hypothesis of the dual economy theory has been the economic
sector and class placement of women and racial minorities.

Since it is

expected that these minority groups will fall in the lower positions, with
regard to both sector and class, it was decided to examine not only
whether minorities are located more often in the working class but to
examine the distribution of those in the managerialpositions

to see if

they are located more often in the lower level managerialpositions.
Hypothesis five stated that women will be concentrated in the working
class as compared to the managerial class.
was found.

Support for the hypothesis

As reported in Table 20, there is a statistically significant

(p£.Q05) difference in the distribution of men and women in the class
structure.

Thirty seven percent of women are in the managerial class, while

forty-nine percent of men are in the managerial class.
likely to be in the managerial class than are women.

Men are much more
As Table 21 shows,

where women are in management they are much more likely to be in the upperlevel positions.

This is no doubt a reflection of the exclusion of women

from traditional male positions in the blue collar occupations.

While men

are also more likely to be in the upper management positions, for them
the contrast between upper and lower level managerial positions is not
nearly as great as it is for women.
Finally we look at the distribution by sex and sector of those in
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Table 20.

Distribution of Males and Females in the Class Structure,
Using a Simple Two-Class Model.

Class

Female

Male

Workers

Managers

.67
1B9
.52

.37
109
.39

.51
176
.48

.49
167
.61

365

276

X2 = 10.47
p < .005
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Table

21.

Distribution of Males and Females in Upper and Lower
Managerial Positions.

Managerial
Class
LoMgr

Upmgr

Female

.23
25
.25

.77
84
.48

109

Male

.45
75
.75

.55
92
.52

167

10D

176

Sex

X2 = 33.67
p <_ .0001

95

the lower level managerial (Table 22) and upper level managerial (Table
23) classes.

In both cases we find that women are found in the competitive

sector as hypothesized (H^), while there is a much greater probabil
ity that men will be in the monopoly sector managerial positions (p^.QQOl
for the lower level and p <^.0002 for the upper level).

It is interesting

to note that while 41% of all women in the sample are employed in the
monopoly sector, only 13% of the lower level managers in this sector are
women and only 34% of the upper level managers are women.

While women

are less likely to be managers, when they are managers they are more
likely to be found in the lower paying competitive sector.

And even though

women are more likely to be in upper level managerial positions than men,
they have these positions in the competitive sector.

What we find here

is consistent support for the arguments of institutional sexism.
Hypothesis seven predicts that the same relationships expected for
females apply to racial minorities.

Specifically it is expected that

blacks will be disproportionately represented in the competitive sector
and in the lower level class positions.
are found in Tables 24 and 25.
is supported.

Results of testing this hypothesis

In a very strong fashion, hypothesis seven

White members of the labor force are much more likely to

be in the managerial class (p^.0001).

While blacks make up eight percent

of the sample they represent only five percent of all managers.

And of

those few who are managers, only 36% are upper level managers while 65% of
the whites in managerial positions are in the upper level management posi
tions.

One note of caution on this.

The cell sizes for blacks are so

small here that one must be very cautious in drawing conclusions from
these results.

An analysis of the distribution of managers by race and

sector is not presented since the cell sizes were too small.
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Table 22,

Distribution of Lower Level Managers By Sex and Sector.

Economic Sector
Competitive

Monopoly

Female

.68
17
.53

.32
8
.12

25

Male

.20
15
.47 ,

.80
60
.88

75

32

68

p

= 17.71
.0001
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Table 23.

Distribution of Upper Level Managers By Sex and Sector.

Economic
Sector
Competitive

Female

Male

1

Monopoly

.62
52
.63

.38
32
.34

.33
30
.37

.67
62
.66

82

94

X2 = 13.99
p < .0002
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Table 24

Distribution of the Races in the Class Structure,
Using a Simple Two-Class Model.

Class

Worker

Manager

Black

.76
44
.12

.24
14
.05

58

White

.55
321
.88

.45
262
.95

583

365

276

Race

X‘ = 15.52
p < .0001
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Table 25.

Distribution of the Races in Upper and Lower Level
Managerial Positions.

Managerial
Class
LoMgr

UpMgr

Black

.64
9
.09

.36
5
.03

14

White

.35
91
.91

.65
171
.47

262

100

176

Race

X2 = 25.57
p < .0001
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Job Structure and Beliefs
In this section we take up the final two hypotheses.

What is the

class position on the various political and economic attitudes and
beliefs?

First is a presentation of the class position of each class

relative to each of the others and then a presentation of the path
analysis.

While the path analysis did not prove to be a very fruitful

approach, the class differences are significant and interesting given
the current theories.
Inter-Class Comparisons
Table 26 contains the means and standard deviations for each of the
dependent variables by class, and the results of the T-test of differ
ence of means for each of the attitudinal variables is presented in
Table 27.

The relative position of the classes for each dependent varia

ble is presented in Table 28.

The results for each variable are discussed

below.
First the POLVIEW variable; this is a subjective assessment of the
respondents overall political position from extremely liberal to extremely
conservative.

As expected we find that the members of the working class

rate themselves the most liberal of the classes and the owners are the
most conservative.

The position of the other classes is in the middle.

There is a significant difference between the workers and all other classes
as well as a difference between the owners and all the other classes,
however, both upper and lower level managers and the new working class
are not significantly different and they occupy the middle position.
fact, these three classes cluster at very near the same mean.

In

This sup

ports the idea of a large, moderate middle class with workers and owners
at the extremes of a continuum from liberal to conservative.

This does
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Table 26.

Attitudes/
Beliefs

Means and Standard Deviations of Dependent Variables by Class.

Work

Nework

LoMgmt

UpMgmt

POLVIEWS

3.865ah
(.080)

4.091
( .089)

4.051
( .116)

4.041
( .093)

4.304
( .125)

EQWLTH

3.667
(.139)

4.006
( .140)

3.910
( .206)

4.136
( .150)

4.637
( .207)

CONFLDR

.4656
(.144)

.2906
( .126)

.2301
( .144)

.1348
( .073)

.3015
( .152)

CIVLIB

.2005
( .066)

-.1118
( .058

.0460
( .086)

-.1987
( .054)

.1180
( .082)

CUTSPDR

3.984
(.163)

4.002
( .158)

4.152
( .219)

3.943
( .148)

3.762
( .207)

HLPMINR

4.514
(.149)

4.534
( .134)

4.869
( .192)

4.659
( .126)

5.078
( .175)

DEFSPDR

2.598
(.125)

3.024
( .116)

2.737
( .175)

3.086
( .123)

2.990
( .163)

aMean
^Standard Deviation

Owner

Table 27.

T-Test of Difference of Means Between Classes for Each Dependent Variable

Attitudes/
Beliefs

_____________Work_____________
Nework
LoMgmt
UpMgmt
Own

POLVIEWS

-1.89*

-1.32*

-1.43*

EQWLTH

-1.72*

- .98

-2.30*

C0NFLDR

.92

1.05

2.00*

.73

CIVLIB

3.53*

1.42*

4.64*

.77

-1.52*

.19

.84

- .52

-2.45*

-1.43*

- .68

-2.47*

-1.91*

1.36*

- .37

.17

CUTSPDR

HLPMINR

DEFSPDR

- .12

- .10

-2,49*

- .61

-1.46*

- .65

- .74

-2.77*

-2.95*

-3.90*

LoMgmt

.28

.39

.32

NewWork______
UpMgmt
Own

.40

- .64

LoMgmt
UpMgmt
Own

-1.38*

-2.53*

.07

-

Upmqmt
Own

-1.48*

-1.69*

.89

-2.50*

-1.96*

1.07

- .06

.66

- .34

- .99

1.10

-2.30*

2.53*

- .61

-3.24*

.32

.96

.79

.91

-1.63*

1.29*

- .80

-1.06

.71

-1.94*

.47

103

Table 28.

The Relative Position of Each Class on the Dependent Variables,*

Attitude/
Belief

Work

Nework

LoMgmt

UpMgmt

Owner-

POLVIEWS

1

4

3

2

5

EQWLTH

1

3

2

4

5

CONFLDR

1

3

4

5

2

CIVLIB

5

2

3

1

4

CUTSPDR

3

2

1

4

5

HLPMINR

1

2

4

3

5

DEFSPDR

1

4

2

5

3

*A ranking of one (1) indicates the class position is the most liberal of
the classes, while a ranking of five (5) is the most conservative class
position.
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not support either the contention that managers are a part of the bourgeoisie
and all wage earners are part of the working class, as suggested by
Poulantzas (1978), or the theory of a Professional Managerial Class which
is the most progressive class in advanced capitalism, as suggested by the
Ehrenreichs (1979).
a middle class.

Rather, this supports the more conservative theory of

However, as we shall see when we examine the specific

economic and political issues of the remaining dependent variables, this
pattern is not consistent.
Next we turn* to the EQWLTH variable, where do the classes stand with
regard to the role the government should play in the reduction of income
differences?

We find the same continuum here as we did with the POLVIEWS

variable, but the divisions are not as strong.

That is, while we find the

workers taking the most liberal position on the continuum, believing that
the government should be involved in reducing the difference, respectively
the rest of the classes are lower managers, new working class, upper mana
gers, and finally owners (being most conservative), however, we cannot say
that the differences are such that the classes fall together in a cohesive
group.

Essentially, the lower level managers come closer to the position

of the working class but they are not significantly different from the
other middle classes (new workers and upper managers).

Again the support

here is for the theory of a middle class.
A similar configuration arises with the measure of confidence in the
political and economic leaders (CONFLDR), but with the difference between
the classes.

These two classes do represent the extremes of the mental/

manual distinction and we find them at the opposite ends of the scale with
workers having the least confidence in the leadership structure and the
upper level managers having a great deal of confidence with the other
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classes falling on a continuum between these two extremes.

We should also

note that the other classes do follow the tendency to side with the manual/
mental schism illustrated by the workers and upper managers on this varia
ble.
The issue of civil liberties (CIVLIB) can be a potentially confusing
one to understand.

Stouffer (1958) found that community leaders, both

political and business, were more tolerant than the general public.
also found that education was the key variable in explaining this.

He
We

would note that the findings here support those findings by Stouffer.
While there does seem to be a class difference, with upper managers and
the new working class more tolerant on civil liberty issues than the
owners and workers (the lower level managers fall in between these two
groups), the regression analysis points to education as the major indep
endent variable explaining this (this will be discussed in greater depth
in the next section of the analysis).

If we believe that class position

should influence thought on this topic it might be expected that workers
would believe in greater civil liberty freedoms.

This is not the case,

however, and we might turn to the classic study by Adorno and his colleagues,
The Authoritarian Personality (1950), to explain the reactionary position
of the working class and the owners in this case.
The question on cutting government spending on social programs
(CUTSPDR) does not appear to distinguish class positions in line with any
of the theoretical positions.'
nature of the question.

Perhaps this is due to the broad, general

The only significant difference between the classes

is found between the lower managers and owners, the two classes at the
extreme ends of the continuum.

Generally speaking, the mean for all the

classes is in the middle of the response possibilities.

This suggests
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general approval for current spending on social programs, we will see a
very different result when the issue is defense spending.
Since the civil rights movement of the 1950s and 1960s, the issue of
government involvement in helping minorities has been a controversial
one.

We next turn to an analysis of the class positions on the issue

of whether or not the government should have a role in helping minorities
(HLPMINR).

There seem to be two clusters of classes on this question.

The owners and lower level managers are at the conservative end of the
continuum while the workers, new working class, and upper level managers
are more likely to believe that the government should play a role in help
ing minorities.

This might be due to the same reactionary attitude on

the part of the lower level managers and owners we found in the area of
civil liberties.

The working class is not an ally in this case, however,

probably because of the concentration of minorities in the working class.
This inconsistency serves well in pointing out the complexity of the issues
being addressed here.
Finally a question was asked in which the respondent was to indicate
whether he/she believed that there should be an increase or decrease in
defense spending (DEFSPDR).

We find the upper level managers and the new

working class more inclined to believe in a need for greater defense
spending while the workers and lower managers are on the other end of the
continuum; the owners occupy the middle ground on this issue.

While this

finding most closely supports the idea of the Professional Managerial Class,
as did the results of the CONFLDR variable, it is certainly not the liberal
vanguard suggested by the Ehrenreichs.

In both cases where there is a

PMC coalition it is in support of the status quo.
Hypothesis eight is not supported.

We do not find a consistent
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conservative position on the part of the managerial classt

Rather we find

a fairly inconsistent stance on their part depending on the issue.

We

also do not find consistent support for hypothesis nine that lower level
managers will be close to the working class on political attitudes.

We

must turn to the full theoretical model to assess the role of the job
structure variables on attitudes and further discuss hypothesis nine.
In summary, this analysis does not give clear support for any of
the major possibilities as developed by Mills.

Generally we can say that

the traditional working class and the owners are at the polar ends of class
positions more times than not.
and consistent.

But even this relationship is not clear

There is some support for the theory of the middle class

still being viable, however, this is not consistent either.

A complete

discussion of the theoretical implications of the findings will be presented
in the final chapter.

We next turn to the causal analysis of the full

theoretical model to see what other factors are operating to clarify
these findings.
The Full Theoretical Model
With the analysis of the class positions on the political attitudes
and beliefs we see that there are class differences and similarities as
anticipated.

However, the positions were not always as expected nor were

they consistent.

With the path analysis we get a view of the variety of

factors involved in determining political attitudes and beliefs.

While

the analysis does not prove to be a very fruitful approach, the findings
are interesting and offer some directions for future research.
The results of the factor analysis are presented in Tables 29 and 30
(see Appendix B for the correlation coefficients).

The first table con

tains the path coefficients for the first four equations and for the
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CIVLIB dependent variable.

Since the first four equations do not change

for each dependent variable they will not be presented again.

Table 30

contains the complete equation for all the dependent variables.
The first two equations are the regressions on the objective market
outcomes, Income and Prestige.

We note that the class variable has a

significant impact on explaining these two dependent variables.

The job

structure variables have little impact on income but are important deter
minants of prestige.

The confusing fact here is that all of the job

structure variables have negative relations with prestige.

This could be

because there is, in fact, a negative relationship between these particular
job structure variables and prestige; higher prestige positions are low in
the level of complexity in dealing with people, data and things while more
complex along other dimensions, such as talking with people, technical
activities, and direction, specifically control and planning (see Cain and
Treiman, 1981, for a discussion of the many other DOT characteristics
which might be involved).^

As we might expect the sector of employment

has an impact on both income and prestige, the objective market outcomes,
however it does not have an effect on the subjective market outcomes.
We also find that race does not have a significant effect on income;
being mindful of Wilson (1980) this could be a result of the class and
education factors which have caused a "declining significance of race."
Education is consistently a significant predictor as expected.

Overall

the equations for these objective dependent variables work better than
any of the other equations in the path model.

These structural factors

explain the variation in these objective market outcomes quite well,
in fact much better than the social psychological approaches used in
the status attainment tradition.

With regard to Prestige,
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Table 29.

Results of the First Four Equations in the Path Model.

DEPENDENT VARIABLES
Independent
Variables

INCOME

PRESTIGE

RELDEP

WORK

-.146*

-.090*

NEWORK

-.010*

.108*

LOMGR

-.099*

-.099*

UPMGR

-.019

THNG

-.075*

-.158*

-.044

-.120*

DATA

-.061

-.438*

.072

.095*

PEOP

-.050

-.247*

-.066

-.074

.098*

SATJOB

.072

.141*

.110*

.128*

.070

.013

.096*

.033

5ECT0R

.184*

.120*

-.038

.014

CAS

.142*

.029

-.024

.105*

RACE

.067

.037*

-.090

-.011

SEX

.321*

.013

.038

EDUC

.178*

-.026

-.089*

.119*

INCOME

-.141*

-.077*

PRESTIGE

-.062

-.076

R2
Adj. R2

.182*

.327

.697

.083

.058

.316

.692

.065

.040

Coefficient is at least twice the standard error.
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Table 30. Standardized Coefficients and Full Equations for All
_ __ __ __ __ Dependent Variables._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
HLPMINR

DEFSPDR

CUTSPDR

EQWLTH

WORK

-.125*

-.105*

-.018

-.068

NEWORK

-.097*

-.017

.014

-.115*

LOMGR

-.045

-.028

.034

-.068

UPMGR

-.079

.023

.044

CONLDR

CIVLIB

POLVIEW

.006

-.088*

-.160*

-.036

-.044

.019

-.112*

-.081

-.180*

.077

-.088*

-.107

-.008

THNG

.057

.119*

.133*

-.390*

.016

.001

DATA

.050

.075

.130*

.099*

.053

.116*

PEOP

-.023

.023

-.085*

.016

.030

-.036

SECTOR

.023

-.026

-.030

.-26

.001

-.085*

CAS

.011

-.082*

.008

.014

.083*

SEX

-171*

-.028

.082*

.035

-.086*

RACE

.171*

-.001

.123*

,193*

.041

EDUC

-.077*

.193*

.085*

,167*

-.087*

.020

.090*

-,018

.089*

-.028

.066*

.017

-.035

.073*

-.084*

-.077*

.089*

.029

.096

.008
-.032
.021
-.077*

.091*

.028

.048

.003

-.023

.061

-.438*

-.101*
.005

RELDEP

.018

SATJOB

-.036

INCOME

.089

-.026

.020

-.037

-.055

.072

-.052

.060

.016

-.014

.066

.065

.056

.119

.034

.215

.046

.045

.044

.035

.098

.012

.197

.024

PRESTIGE

R2
ADJ. R2

.096*

^Coefficient is at least twice the standard error.
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here nearly 70?o of the variance is explained where the Wisconsin model
explains 40?o (Haller and Portes, 1973),
The model does not do as well when we reach the level of subjective
market outcomes; in fact it does poorly for all the subjective dependent
variables (including the political attitudes and beliefs).

In the case

of both relative deprivation (RELDEP) and job satisfaction (SATJOB), as
well as the rest of the analysis, it is difficult to analyze the effect
of the class variables.

It is difficult to interpret the result of the

dummy variables as we have one or several dummies with significant path
coefficients but never are all of the class coefficients significant.

The

job structure variables have very little relationship with the perceived
sense of deprivation but we find some interesting relationships with job
satisfaction.

The more mechanized ones job, as measured by the complexity

of dealing with things, the less satisfied they are with their job.

There

is a positive relationship between dealing with data and job satisfaction.
Education has the relationship with these two variables we would expect;
an inverse relation with perceived deprivation and a positive relation
with job satisfaction.

Income is, as we would expect, inversely related

to a sense of deprivation but interestingly there is also a negative
relationship with job satisfaction.
Next we turn to the full equations of the path model, Table 30.

We

note that the model did not work well, as with most attempts to predict atti
tudes the explained variances are disappointingly low.

We will focus on

four clusters of independent variables in the analysis— class, people-datathings, race-sex-education, and market outcome variables.
The use of the dummy variables for the class analysis causes some
difficulty in interpretation.

If a dummy variable has a statistically
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significant coefficient this means the category is significantly different
from the suppressed category when all the other independent variables are
controlled.

For instance with the full equation we find that the worker

dummy has a significant effect on POLVIEWS and none of the other class
dummy variables do.

What this means is that when all the other independent

variables are controlled the only statistically significant difference we
find among the classes in their political views is that the traditional
working class is more liberal than all the other classes.

What we find

in looking at the different dependent variables is a variety of class
coalitions on the different variables.

We find no class differences on

the issues of cuts in spending (CUTSPDR) or confidence in political and
economic leaders (CONFLDR).

On the issue of equal wealth (EQWLTH) we find

NEWORK and UPMGR classes, the Ehrenreich's
from the other classes.

PMC, taking a stand different

However, it is not the progressive stand as

suggested by the Ehrenreichs.

When we turn to the attitudes on civil lib

erties and helping minorities (CIVLIB and HLPMINR respectively) we find
a split in the PMC with the upper managers and New Working class taking
different positions, once the controls are instituted.

Finally on the

defense spending issue (DEFSPDR) we find the controls leave the working
class taking the more liberal position on their own with all the other
changes not significantly different from the owners.
Next we turn to the job structure variables.

With the exception of

the attitudes on cuts in spending we do not find the group of variables
as a whole to have a statistically significant impact on the attitudes of
the respondents.

The two variables which are measures of the more objective

conditions of work, complexity of dealing with things and data, show a
more important relationship than does the people variable.

In the course
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of this research I have been rethinking the way in which these variables
have been used.

In short I believe they are improperly used here

would be of greater value if they were used to specify the class struc
ture as in the recent work of Kemp (19B2).

Her approach was to use these

measures in a cluster analysis to ascertain the differences within the
classes.

If there are segments in the class structure, especially in the

working class as suggested by Edwards (1979), we would begin to find
them objectively with this approach.

More will be said about this in the

final chapter.
Within the next cluster of independent variables, sex, race and edu
cation, education stands out as the best single predictor in the equation.
The higher one's education the more liberal (POLVIEW), the greater the
belief in government intervention toward equal wealth, the less confidence
in political and economic leaders, the greater belief in civil liberties,
the greater the belief in the need to cut spending and increase defense
spending, and the lower the belief in the need for government intervention
for minorities.

In short, education produces a more liberal political

view with the exception of the need for defense spending and the need to
help minorities.

With reference to defense spending, the level of educa

tion probably leads to a greater level of understanding of the seriousness
of the conflict between the U.S. and other countries, though not necessar
ily to a better understanding why this is the case.

While education tends

to reinforce the ideology of individualism and the "bootstrap" mentality of
American culture,

more research is needed to support these conclusions.

The objective interests of the races and sexes seem to be reflected
in the analysis.

While sex and race do not have an impact on the respon

dents' attitudes about their subjective assessment of their political views,

114

civil liberties, or defense spending, they are significant when the issues
are helping minorities, cuts in spending, equal wealth, and confidence
in leaders.

Blacks and women are more likely to support government

helping minorities and the continued funding of social programs.
are more likely to support programs for income redistribution.

Blacks
And

women are less likely to have confidence in the political and economic
leaders (whom we might add are predominantly male).
Finally we focus on the market outcome variables and attitudes.
First, prestige has no relationship with any of the dependent variables.
The other objective market outcome, income, is statistically significant
only on the issues of equal wealth and confidence in leaders.

The higher

the income the more likely the respondent is to oppose government involve
ment in the redistribution of income.

We also find that the higher the

income the more likely the respondent will have less confidence in the
political and economic leaders.

Since there is a relationship between

class and income (Wright and Perrone, 1977) this might account for the
drop in the class effect on this variable which we might have expected
as a result of the t-test analysis.
The subjective market outcomes, SATJOB and RELDEP, are statistically
significant in some of the instances but again there is no consistency.
The greater one's level of perceived deprivation the more likely he/she is
to believe government should continue social programs and the lower his/her
confidence in the political and economic leaders.

The greater level of

job satisfaction the respondent has the more conservative he/she tends
to be on the issues where there is a statistically significant coefficient.
The higher the level of job satisfaction the more conservative the respon
dent views him/herself (PQLVIEW); the greater his/her confidence in
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political leaders, and the higher the belief that there needs to be an
increase in defense spending.

This trend does not hold up with their

attitude about civil liberties (C1VLIB).

The higher the level of job

satisfaction the greater the belief in civil liberties; while this is
different from the conservative trend in the other areas, it is consis
tent in that we find a greater belief in civil liberties when other
conservative positions are taken.

For example we saw the owners, the

more conservative class on most issues, take the most liberal positions
civil liberties issue.
Summary and Conclusions
This chapter has presented the analysis of the study.
was broken down into two parts.

The analysis

The first part focused on the job

structure of the various classes and the second part analyzed the
relationship between class and political attitudes and beliefs.
In the first part of the analysis the job structure was examined and
additional analysis was conducted examining the intra-class, intersectoral
differences of the job structure and analysis of the structural differences
between the races and sexes.

The hypotheses concerned with the complexity

of the authority structure were not supported.

Support was found for the

hypotheses concerned with the complexity of the job structure of the
classes.

There does seem to be some support for the notion that the class

differences do follow a manual/nonmanual or white-collar/blue-collar dis
tinction with reference to the complexity of tasks.

The position of the

owner in the continuum of job complexity is something of an anomaly and
perhaps can be explained by a white-collar/blue-collar distinction as well,
however, further analysis is necessary to ascertain the nature of this
finding.
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While the findings concerning the complexity of authority structure
did not support the hypotheses, as already mentioned, I believe this is
a result of the manner in which this variable was operationalized due
to the restrictions of the data.

As stated in the methods chapter, this

was a weak measure of the authority structure.

Much greater research,

especially at the firm level, is needed to fully understand the authority
structure and how it is manifest in the dual economy.
The distinction of the classes along both the lines of economic rela
tions, ownership and authority relations, as well as along occupational
lines, blue-collar/white-collar distinctions, seems to be a fruitful
line of inquiry.

The analysis supports the contention that there are

structural differences between the classes measured in this manner.

The

question that remains is, is this a fruitful approach for understanding
attitude and belief structures in the realm of political and economic ideo
logy?
Turning to the
whether or not this
belief structures.

second part of the analysis we take up the issue of
is a fruitful approach to

understandingattitude and

While the model did not work as well as hoped, we find

continued support for the belief that the objective structures do have a
relationship with political attitudes and beliefs.

The complexity of the

interpretation of dummy variables in the analysis leaves us with several
questions but the analysis overall does support the contention that
structural factors do indeed have an impact on ideological beliefs.
could point out the

relations of the race and

sex variableswith the

dependent variables

and we could see how this

held up.

We

The analysis does not completely support any of the neo-Marxist class
models.

Instead it gives us a picture of the development of a middle
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class which is in a moderate ideological position as compared to the
workers and owners.
ticular issues.

The positions of the classes change with the par

NOTES

2

The significance of the differences is based on a one-sample X
tests. For UpMgmt X = .818, while for LoMgmt X^ = 12.96.
The T-Test of difference of means was used here rather than ANOVA.
While ANOVA is considered to be a more comprehensive test, it will
only show that there is or is not a difference between the groups.
With a series of T-Tests, not only is there an examination of the
difference between the groups, but the direction is examined for
each pair.
Since there was also the possibility that multi-collinearity could
cause the reversal of the signs, especially since the correlation
of the DOT characteristics with class are spread over four dummy
variables, it was decided to test this by regressing them on the
class dummies. The R^'s (DATA = .41, PEOP = .21, and THNG = .29)
were not high enough to support this conclusion.
Since the analysis here does not include measures of "job costs",
this may be a mis-specified equation. The research on the relation
ship between job reward structure and satisfaction is extensive
and peripheral to our immediate concerns. This note is to assure
the reader that we are not merely glossing over an unexpected finding
but rather we are suggesting that this relationship is much more
complex than the author initially realized. See, for instance,
Kalleberg (1977), Herzberg et al., (1959), and Bradburn (1969) for
further discussion of this issue.

CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Introduction
As stated in Chapter I, the principle goal of this study was to
investigate the relationship between the infrastructure and superstructure
in the stage of monopoly capital.

With the rise of the monopoly stage

of capitalism the debate over the current class structure has gone on
with a great variety of explanations of the rise of the middle classes.
This debate has centered around the issue of (1) a split in the working
class due to the rise of a large, affluent, white collar working class,
(2) with this a separation of manual and mental labor, and (3) the devel
opment of a managerial class.

These various issues have led to a great

number of questions about the basic idea of a polarization of classes in
Marxian theory and the development of at least four major Marxist alterna
tive explanations of the middle classes:

(1) contradictory locations,

(2) simple polarization, (3) new petty bourgeoisie, and (4) new class.
The present study sought to examine the current class structure given
the structural changes of the economy with the rise of a dual economy.
First the study sought to examine the structural differences of work
between the classes giving special attention to the managerial class and
to the positions of women and Blacks in the managerial class.

Further

an attempt was made to explore the class positions using a five class model
which was a reflection of the major dimensions of the class divisions as
expressed in the four Marxist alternatives.
The data in this study were from a larger survey conducted by the
National Opinion Research Center on a national sample of the continental
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United States in 1980.

Tor the purposes of this study the sample was

restricted to adult members of the civilian labor force.

This restric

tion, coupled with the lack of response to some questions, resulted in an
effective sample size of 684 to 751 respondents in the various parts of
the analysis.
The study is an attempt to begin to fine tune the measure of class
in the monopoly stage of capitalism by examining the relationship of the
objective conditions of class with the political class positions.

However,

it is posited here that class is not the only objective condition which
affects ideology and thus other factors were examined.
Nine hypotheses were presented and tested.

The first

seven concerned

the structural differences of work between the classes and the distribution
of women and minorities in the class structure and the structure of the
economy.

The final two hypotheses take up the issue of the position of

the classes and the role of other objective criteria (core characteristics)
which influence political positions.
The purpose of this final chapter is to (a) provide a
of the findings,

brief summary

(b) discuss the theoretical implications of the

findings,

(c) discuss the limitations of the present research, and (d) provide some
suggestions for future research in the area.
Summary of Empirical Findings
The first phase of the analysis sought to examine the structure of
the economy and its relation to the class structure as well as examine the
job structure of the classes.

It was expected that there would be more

managers in the monopoly sector than the competitive sector, given the
greater bureaucratic structure of the monopoly sector.
for this hypothesis.

Support was found

While there was no difference in the distribution
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of the upper level managers in the two sectors, there was a concentration
of lower level managers in the monopoly sector, which supports the idea
of a larger bureaucratic structure in the monopoly sector.

When our

attention is turned to the differences in the authority structure we find
that it is not more complex in the monopoly sector as was expected.

We

did not find that the authority structure was more complex for the upper
level managers than the lower level managers, however, they were more
complex than for all other classes.

This is probably a result of the

manner in which the authority structure was operationalized, a point
to which we will return.
The inter-class comparisons of the job structure showed support for
the notion of a separation of head and hand as suggested by Braverman
(1974).

The new working class and upper level managers had a greater

level of complexity in dealing with people and data than other classes,
while the complexity of dealing with things was highest among the workers
and lower level managers.

This supports the contention of the separation

of head and hand as well as illustrating that there are structural dif
ferences between the upper and lower level managers.

The intra-class,

inter-sectoral comparisons reflected the expected differences in the level
of complexity in dealing with things;

this

was consistently more complex

in the monopoly sector, as we would expect, amd reflects the greater
organic composition of labor.
of data or people.

This trend did not hold for the complexity

There was a greater complexity of dealing with

people for the workers, new working class, and upper level managers in
the monopoly sector, however, the level of complexity of dealing with
data did not reveal a statistically significant difference within the
classes across the economic sectors.
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Support was found for the hypotheses on the minority composition of
the classes and sectors.

Women were found to be concentrated in the

working class as were Blacks.

When they were in the managerial class,

women were more likely in the upper level positions, this is, no doubt,
a result of the manner in which the upper level and lower level distinc
tion was made.
be the case.

If a better measure were available this probably would not
Since women are excluded from the blue collar positions, they

are concentrated in the upper level positions.

We find Blacks are not

only in the working class and competitive sector, but when they are in the
managerial class they are concentrated in the lower level positions.
The second part of the analysis was an examination of the class posi
tions on seven different measures of political and economic attitudes and
beliefs.

Hypothesis eight posited that the managerial class would be con-

• sistently more conservative than the working class.
support for this hypothesis, it is not consistent.

While there is some
In general the working

class and the owners are in the polar positions of the continuum on the
issues; this is not always the case.

Nor is it the case that the managers

are consistently aligned with the owners.

We find support for the notion

that there is still a middle class, of sorts, though there is also evidence
that it is not a cohesive group.

In general we can say that there is a

class effect on political and economic attitudes and beliefs, however, the
results of the path analysis illustrate

the complexity of the problem.

Since we also realize the relationship of education and class, sex and class,
and race and class we know that the effect of each of these factors cannot
be totally disentangled.

While the results, as stated earlier, do not

show complete support for any of the four Marxist variations on class and
the middle classes, the empirical evidence best supports the notion of
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contradictory class locations as suggested by Wright.

It is this issue

which we will turn to next.
Theoretical Implications
The theoretical implications of this study can be summarized as
being in two areas, the theory of dual economy and the implications of
this on the class structure and the issue of which of the Marxist approa
ches to the middle class(es) best fits the empirical reality.

The first

seven hypotheses support the theory of the dual economy or occupational
theories of segmentation on the objective level.
the findings on class positions come

As I have just stated,

closest to supporting Wright's con

cept of 'contradictory class locations'.

It is this issue which I will

focus on in the discussion here.
The empirical results, while supporting the notion of contraditions
in the class position of the managerial class, suggest

that the class

differences are not just along authority lines, ^f they were there would
not be the sort of differences we note in the upper and lower level mana
gerial positions.

Considering the seven positions examined here we find

the upper level managers showing similarity with the owners on three of
them (CUTSPDR, CONFLDR, and DEFSPDR) and one of these was not different
for any of the classes as we found all support the notion of cutting gov
ernment spending.

The only issue of significance which the upper level

managers and the working class agree on is the issue of helping minorities
(HLPMINR).

While there is support for the notion of a Professional Mana

gerial Class (PMC) in that the upper level managers and new working class
were not significantly different on any of the issues, the idea that this
is a consistently progressive political force, as suggested by the
Ehrenreichs, is not supported.

However, this affinity between the upper
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level managers and the new working class suggests again that the author
ity dimension Wright relies on is not enough to understand the divisions
in the current class structure.

What the empirical evidence supports is

the notion of a 'Contradictory PMC.'

This position does not show support

for either the embourgeoisement or proletarianization thesis, but rather
explains

why both approaches could find empirical support, as they have.

This most nearly fits the second possible outcome suggested by Mills, the
contradictory PMC "checks the creeping proletarianization. . .(and). . .
act(s) as a buffer between labor and capital" (Mills, 1951: 290).
Thus we have a revised version of a middle class.

Rather than a

large white-collar middle class, as suggested by Mills, there is a middle
class made up of the upper levels of the occupational hierarchy combined
with the upper levels of the managerial class.
much room-for refinement.

But even here there is

In the next section we turn to some of the

ways in which this might be better operationalized to examine the like
nesses and differences in a fuller manner.
Limitations and Suggestions for Further Research
There are several limitations associated with the present research.
These limitations should be completely realized in all interpretations of
these findings and they should guide future research in the area.

These

limitations are in the area of the measurement in the present analysis.
Several shortcomings in measurement here and several revisions as a result
of the findings are discussed and suggested below.
A central problem encountered and mentioned in various phases of the
analysis was the measurement of the complexity of the authority structure
and the attendant problem of distinguishing the upper and lower levels of
the managerial class.

The authority structure cannot be effectively
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measured with the series of questions used in this study.

The questions

used to construct the Complexity of Authority Structure Index allow for
a potential five level index of the authority index in the work place.
This does not provide nearly enough information given the level of complex
ity possible in the prevailing bureaucracies in the industrial setting
today.

In addition to fuller information of the firm level concerning job

ladders, more information is necessary to ascertain the nature of the
work performed.

Specifically information which better illustrates the

polar distinction of positions which perform "functions of capital" versus
positions which perform the "functions of labor".

This is not a distinc

tion of productive versus unproductive labor but is rather concerned with
the issues of production (in a much broader sense than production of sur
plus value) versus control and surveillance; the duties of the hand versus
the duties of the head.
Along this line I would suggest attempting to operationalize the
class structure in the manner advocated by Edwards (1979),

The Edwards

strategy is to examine the segments of the working class consistent with
theories of dual economy and dual labor market theories as illustrated in
Figure 6.

Kemp (1982) has begun analysis in this fashion.

The relations

I would expect, given the current findings, are that the secondary and
subordinate primary segments are the traditional working class, while the
independent primary segment fits the 'contradictory PMC' as found here.
The other major measurement problem is the measure of the dependent
variables.

The use of secondary analysis severely limits the focus on

political and economic issues.

In-depth interviews are necessary to fully

understand the political and economic beliefs and attitudes of the classes.
In addition to greater detail this would allow better analysis of the

Figure 6.

Edwards' Class Model:
for Sample Jobs^

Illustrates Correspondence Between Systems of Control and Labor Market Segments

System of Control

Market Segment
(Jobs)
Simple Control

Secondary

Subordinate Primary

Independent Primary

Small manufacturing jobs
Service Jobs
Retail Sales
Temporary and typing pool
office work

Unionized Garment workers

Consultants

Technical Control

Bureaucratic Control

Southern Textile jobs

Part-time academic jobs

♦Jobs in auto and steel
♦Assembly line production
♦Machine-paced clerical

Personal Secretary

Technicians jobs monitoring
chemical production

♦Jobs at IBM, Polaroid
♦Craft Work
♦Nonproduction staff jobs

1
Adapted from Richard Edwards (1979: 179).

N>

cr\
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reasons for the positions.

It would also be possible to examine and come

to a better understanding of the anomalous findings where the working class
takes a conservative position, such as the civil liberties issue in the
present study.

Also this would provide greater specification of the class

position on cuts in spending which all the classes want; but given other
findings would probably want in different areas.
Methodologically there are problems with the use of survey analysis
in this area.

Because of the limitations of surveys, the issues cannot

be fully examined as necessary.

There is a need to extend this work in the

field with participant observation and lengthy unstructured interviews.
Phenomenological analysis might also be of benefit in understanding the
complexity of this issue.

Also there is a need for historical analysis,

historical analysis tracing the political positions of the classes as they
pass through the transformations of the twentieth century.

In addition to

this there is need for a major synthesis of the historical studies in this
area which have already been completed.

In short, methodological diver

sity would greatly enhance the study of class and ideology.
Conclusion
The purpose of this study was to investigate the nature of the middle
classes in advanced capitalism.

The development of monopoly capital has

led to the rise of a class structure of greater complexity than the simple
two class model of the last century.
were operationalized and tested.

Several alternative Marxist models

The empirical analysis supported the

theory regarding the position of minorities in advanced capitalism.

Sup

port was also found for a convergence of two of the neo-Marxist theories
of the middle class, specifically it was suggested that there is a "con
tradictory professional managerial class".

However more detailed analysis
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is necessary to fully ascertain the nature of class placement and class
position in advanced capitalism.
It has been argued that there should be a return to a materialist
stance regarding the measure of class.

While I have developed greater

sympathies for the idealist stance taken by Poulantzas, that ideological
position is a determinant of class position, it is important that we
realize this as a dialectical relationship.

The limitations of the methods

utilized here do not allow for a further investigation of this, and for
this reason a call was made for more historical and qualitative analysis
of this problem.

While other studies have examined class and political

positions, this analysis is the first to do so with the recently developed
measure of class (Wright and Perrone, 1977) with adjustments resulting
from the criticisms and debate which have risen with this approach.
positions taken here of a contradictory PMC
swered than it resolves.

leave

The

more questions unan

It is hoped that this initial inquiry will be

the basis for a continuing research program toward unravelling the issues
addressed here.
In conclusion, I want to return to the overriding issue with which I
began, as addressed in the Heberle-Nisbet exchange.

Can we say that Amer

ican society is not a class society, as suggested by Nisbet, or is there
a need to "recover class theory," as Heberle argues?

This research does

not offer much evidence of the structural determination of political
attitudes and beliefs from a conflict perspective.

However, similar ana

lysis from a structural functional perspective recently conducted by
Davis (1982) had equally negative findings.

In short, neither of the two

theoretical approaches, conflict nor consensus, is able to explain the
political attitudes and opinions of Americans.

Davis concludes with a
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call for a shift from structure to culture in the search for answers to
these questions.

I, on the other hand, have maintained the stance that

structural approaches will be of use to further research in this area.
The difference between Davis and the present study is that we are
approaching the question from different paradigms.

While we have similar

findings, we turn to the terminology of our paradigm for explanation.
Davis calls for a greater understanding of culture, while I have developed
a greater understanding of the role of ideology, and specifically its role
in the determination of classes.

While we are both advocating the

importance of the idea system, we approach it from very different perspec
tives.

The traditional structural functional position is one which sees

culture as a "shared system of ideas and beliefs," indicating a theory of
consensus.

The perspective of the structuralists, at least the radical

structuralists, would be a position of ideology (not culture) as a form
of elite domination.

This is the needed direction for research, research

which would focus on the creation of ideas and the manner in which ideas
dominate in a society, in short, a critical theory of knowledge.
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As discussed in Chapter III, the respondents' attitude on civil
liberties issues was measured with the use of a scale developed from
the answers to a series of questions about the rights of atheists, social
ists, racists, communists, militarists, and homosexuals to express their
views in a speech, in the form of a book, or as a teacher.

The exact

text of the questions is presented below:
There are always some people whose ideas are considered bad or dang
erous by other people. For instance, somebody who is against all churches
and religion. . .
If such a person wanted to make a speech in your community against
churches and religion, should he be allowed to speak, or not?
Yes, allowed to speak
No, not allowed
Should such a person (one who is against all churches and religion)
be allowed to teach in a college or university, or not?
Yes, allowed to teach
No, not allowed
If some people in your community suggested that a book he (the
person against all churches and religion) wrote against churches and
religion, should be taken out of your public library, would you favor
removing this book, or not?
Favor
Not favor
Or consider a person who favored government ownership of all the
railroads and all big industries.
If such a person wanted to make a speech in your community favoring
government ownership of all the railroads and big industries, should he
be allowed to speak, or not?
Yes, allowed to speak
No, not allowed to speak
Should such a person (one who favors government ownership of all
railroads and big industries) be allowed to teach in a college or univer
sity, or not?
Yes, allowed to teach
No, not allowed to teach
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If some people in your community suggested a book he (the person
who favors government ownership of all railroads and big industries)
wrote favoring government ownership should be taken out of your publiv
library, would you favor removing this book, or not?
Favor
Not favor
Or, consider a person who believes that Blacks are genetically
inferior.
If such a person wanted to make a speech in your community claiming
that Blacks are inferior, should he be allowed to speak, or not?
Yes, allowed to speak
No, not allowed to speak
Should such a person (one who believes Blacks are genetically infer
ior) be allowed to teach in a college or university, or not?
Yes, allowed to teach
No, not allowed
If people in your community suggested that a book he (the person
who believes Blacks are inferior) should be taken out of your public
library, would you favor removing this book, or not?
Favor
Not favor
Now I would like to ask you some questions about a man who admits
he is a Communist.
Suppose this admitted Communist wanted to make a speech in your com
munity. Should he be allowed to speak, or not?
Yes, be allowed to speak
No, not allowed to speak
Suppose he (the admitted Communist) is teaching in a college.
he be fired, or not?

Should

Yes, fired
No, not fired
Suppose he (the admitted Communist) wrote a book which is in your
public library. Somebody in your community suggests that the book should
be removed from the library. Would you favor removing it, or not?
Favor
Not favor
Consider a person who advocates doing away with elections and letting
the military run the country.
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If such a person wanted to make a speech in your community, should
he be allowed to speak, or not?
Yes, allowed to speak
No, not allowed
Should such a person (one who advocates military control) be allowed
to teach in a college or university, or not?
Yes, allowed to teach
No, not allowed
Suppose he (the person who advocates military control) wrote a book
advocating doing away with elections and letting the military run the
country. Somebody in your community suggests that the book be removed
from the public library. Would you favor removing it, or not?
Favor
Not favor
And what about a man who admits that he is a homosexual?
Suppose this admitted homosexual wanted to make a speech in your
community. Should he be allowed to speak, or not?
Yes, allowed to speak
No, not allowed
Should such a person be allowed to teach in a college or university,
or not?
Yes, allowed to teach
No, not allowed to teach
If some people in your community suggested that a book he (an
admitted homosexual) wrote in favor of homosexuality should be taken out
of your public library, would you favor removing this book, or not?
Favor
Not favor
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